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Introduction 


By R. V. CLEARWATERS, D.D. 
Leader, Conservative Baptist Fellowship 


The core of this controversy is nothing more and nothing 
less than the historic Baptist principles which are traceable from 
the time of Christ down through the Montanists, the poor men 
of Cathari, the Paulicians, the Arnoldists, and the Ana-Baptists, 
all of which under one name or another persisted as a New 
Testament witness from the time of Christ down to the present 
hour and were not a product of the Reformation, nor were they 
changed by it except to receive their Baptism of Blood. These 
historic principles are The Separation of Church and State, 
Absolute Soul Liberty, ‘The Sovereignty of The Local Body of 
Believers, A Regenerate Church Membership, Immersion as the 
one and only Biblical Baptism as the door to membership, and 
the Authority of the Bible as the only rule of faith and practice. 
We would like to list each of these with a skeleton outline apply- 
ing them to the situation of the present hour. 


1. The Separation of Church and State is capable of only four 
relationships: Namely, the Church is over the State, if the 
Roman Catholics have their way; the Church is along-side 
the State in State-Church countries like Lutheranism in Eu- 
rope; the third possibility is the State over the Church as in 
a totalitarian country like Russia; and the fourth possibility 
is the State and Church shall both be utterly free, a free 
Church in a free State. No substitute of “freedom of wor- 
ship” for freedom of religion. No restrictions on ministerial 


confidences unless treason is involved. No simultaneous crea- 
tion of Christians and citizens by infant baptism. 


2. Absolute Soul Liberty creates a citizen of two common- 
wealths. The Christian is under the absolute Lordship of 
Jesus Christ. 

We give allegiance to the State and our conscience to 
the Lord of the Church. 

The State resorts to coercion; the Church to persuasion. 
“We persuade men.’ 

The State has authority over the acts of men; the Church 
has to do with the motives of men. 

The State continues to make good laws; the Church 
continues to make good men. 

The State’s aim is equal justice under law; the Church’s 
aim is God’s will in the hearts of men. 

The State’s position is a public trust; the Church’s posi- 
tion is a Divine trust. 
Toleration is a “concession,” “expediency,” and “gift” of man, 


while liberty is a “right,” “principle,” and “gift” of God! 


3. The Sovereignty of the Local Church. The Sovereignty of 
the Local Church found in the pattern of the New Testa- 
ment was a local church owning itself and controlling itself. 
There is no New Testament instance of a local body of be- 
lievers being more loyal to some outside and external asso- 
ciation, institution, or convention of churches than they are 
to their own local church. Loyalty to the “fruit” that breeds 
disloyalty to the “tree” which bears that “fruit,” is in itself 
a loyalty of self-destruction. 


4. Regeneration a Condition of Church Membership. Regen- 
eration is predicated by man’s “degeneration,” by the fall of 
man into sin. “Regeneration” comes then by believing the 
Testimony of the Bible, trusting the promises of the Bible, 
and accepting God’s Son as our Sin-Bearing-Substitute. 


5. Immersion the Only Form of Baptism and Only Door to 
Church Membership. 


a. 


b. 


Historically, Immersion Baptism speaks of the death, bur- 
ial, and resurrection of Christ. 

Experientially, Immersion Baptism speaks of fhe believer 
dying to sin—his old self being buried, and his new self 
raised to walk in newness of life. 

Symbolically, Immersion Baptism portrays the death, bur- 
ial, and resurrection of Christ and is the believers’ confes- 
sion of such to the world, dramatizing his salvation. 


. Prophetically, Immersion Baptism testifies to the death of 


the body, its burial and its resurrection in the likeness of 


Christ’s body. 


Open membership in our Communion, admitting non-im- 
mersed believers into church membership, could have been ex- 
pected when these great doctrines lost their meaning to so many. 


6. The Absolute Authority of the Bible as our Rule of Faith 


and Practice. 


a. 


The Old Testament stands or falls on one historic fact: 
Jesus of Nazareth was the Messiah. His Messianic iden- 
tity described in the New Testament was: 


His Pre-existence. 

His Virgin Birth. 

His Perfect Life. 

His Miraculous Ministry. 

His Atoning Death. 

His Bodily Resurrection. 

His Return and Eternal Sovereignty. 


b. The New Testament either stands or falls on one historic 


fact: Namely, the Bodily Resurrection of Jesus Christ. 


Late in life Dr. W. B. Riley made the following statement, 
“Fifty years ago in the Ministers’ Meeting of Chicago when I 
was a young man, a graduate of Chicago University, was defend- 


ing his right to believe what he pleased and yet enter the Bap- 
tist ministry, Dr. Galusha Anderson, President of the old 

Chicago University, got up in my presence and said, “Yes, young 
man, you have a perfect right to any mental and soul liberty 
you care to exercise; but when you reason yourself out of the 
Faith once for all delivered, and away from Baptist doctrines in 
general, then any sort of decency on your part would suggest 


that you follow your reasoning and leave the Denomination 
undisturbed.’ ” 
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The Foreign Missions Controversy 
in the Northern Baptist Convention 


HE NORTHERN BAPTIST CONVENTION met in Denver, 

Colorado in 1919. One of the denominational papers 

said of the Convention at that time, “It has reached 

an unprecedented consciousness of spiritual unity.” 
A “greater denominational efficiency” was seen in the offing. 
This denominational unity, at its peak in 1919, was shattered 
by the steps taken at this Convention. 


The modernists had captured most of the colleges and 
seminaries and attained to a large influence in others. The 
new interest in social reform and world reconstruction had 
taken on the terminology of the Gospel. Modernists, who 
had been hostile to missions as carried on by the orthodox, now 
became enthusiastic about the foreign missionary enterprise. 
The Great Commission was being interpreted in social terms, 
the old evangelical words were being invested with liberal 
meanings, the new missionary candidates were coming from 
liberal schools, the evolutionary philosophy of history guaran- 
teed a better return from human effort than the individual 
Gospel message, so hostile modernism had become a missionary 
modernism. 


The resolutions concerning foreign missions passed at Den- 
ver revealed this new emphasis and indicated that the advocates 
of the new “social gospel” were in the saddle. Harry Emerson 
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Fosdick, a rising young social gospeler, and destined to become 
an outstanding defender of theological modernism, preached 
the Convention sermon at Denver. 


FOUR SIGNIFICANT ACTIONS 

Four significant actions were taken. ‘The Convention voted 
to enter the ill-fated Inter-Church World Movement. This 
movement, largely under liberal leadership, and opposed by 
leading conservatives, used promotional methods taken from 
secular examples boasting that they were “taking a leaf from 
big business,” The Inter-Church World Movement involved 
the great denominations in financial disaster and debt. 

The Convention, under the leadership of the liberals, took 
another step toward modernism and centralization, when it 
voted to establish a denominational paper. The Baptist was 
subsequently established and, until its death and burial in the 
Christian Century, carried the torch for social and theological 
liberalism in the Convention. Becoming a major financial 
liability, it was turned over to private individuals and eventually 
perished. 

This Convention also authorized the establishment of the 
General Board of Promotion which gave a powerful impetus to 
the centralization of ecclesiastical authority, giving the secretar- 
iat unprecedented ecclesiastical power. The refusal to cooperate 
with this Board in the promotion of the Inter-Church World 
movement led to the exclusion of a group of churches around 
Grand Rapids from the Michigan Baptist Convention (Annual 
of 1920). This was the real beginning of the Baptist “come-out” 
movement in the Northern Baptist Convention. The “loyalty 
purge” sponsored by the liberals began as soon as they had 
the power to purge. 

The Convention also adopted the report of its Resolutions 
Committee which called for the “Christianization of the world.” 
This was followed by a long list of international and national, 
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social, economic and political objectives, all included within 
the task of the Church. The primacy of the regeneration of 
the individual was recognized, but it was evident from the 
language used that the conversion of the individual was now 
a by-product of the social emphasis and not the orthodox concept 
of the regenerated individual living a regenerate life in all his 
relationships. The history of the social gospel is that, while the 
conversion of the individual is not always denied, it is often 
re-interpreted in psychological terms. In the practical applica- 
tion, the emphasis is placed upon the social aspects of missions 
rather than the salvation of the individual. Roy L. Smith (The 
Revolution in World Missions 1941 pp 30-31) describes this 
change in these words: | 

At first the agricultural, medical, and educational missions 
were little more than bait for the evangelist. It was much 
easier to reach an unconverted man who had been treated in 
the mission hospital. The orphan boy for whom no one cared 
could be taken into the mission school and trained according 
to the missionary’s standard, and no one objected. 

“But little by little it began to dawn upon the thinking 
of those in charge of the missionary enterprise that in these 
‘side issues’ there lay the very essence of the Christian gospel. 
The religious life of an entire countryside might be transformed 
as the people were taught to conserve their soil, rotate their 
crops, breed better stock, in addition to singing Christian hymns. 
Easier financial conditions were followed by higher moral and 
spiritual standards. As epidemics were curbed and plagues were 
stamped out, human life itself took on a higher value, with a 
corresponding improvement in spirituality resulting.” 

Time has dealt harshly with this superficial optimism but 
modernism still pursues this program. The “side issues” have 
replaced the Gospel. Under conservative pressure, liberal mis- 
sion boards stress the number of conversions on the foreign 
field, but neglect to state whether these conversions follow the 


12 THE FOREIGN MISSIONS CONTROVERSY 


Scriptural pattern or whether they are the conversions so 
common in liberal churches in our country—commitments to 
church membership, rather than radical regeneration of the 
heart and life. ‘The foreign missions controversy in the Northern 
Baptist Convention had its real roots in the Denver Convention 
of 1919. 
The Fundamentalists W ere Alarmed 

The fundamentalists saw the handwriting on the wall in 
the proceedings of the Denver Convention. One hundred and 
fifty ministers and laymen signed a call for a conference just 
preceding the Convention in 1920. In Buffalo, in response to 
this call, a great host assembled and the organization known 
as The Fundamentalist Fellowship of the Northern Baptist 
Convention came into existence as a protest against theological 
modernism, and the centralization of ecclesiastical authority 
in boards and secretaries, thus threatening the independence 
of the local church. This organization now known as The 
Conservative Baptist Fellowship of Northern Baptists has con- 
tinued to this day, as an organization of individuals devoted to 
the protest against modernism in the Northern Baptist Con- 
vention and the entire church world. 


CHAPTER I 


The Outbreak of the Missions Controversy 
in 1923 Was Preceded by Several Years 

of Questioning and a Growing 

Suspicion That the Foreign Missions 
Program Was Being Liberalized 


1. Many conservatives believed that the Denver resolution, 
with its far reaching social emphasis was to be the dominant 
emphasis in the program of the Convention at home and abroad. 
This resolution was criticized by the pre-millennialists as a 
post-millennial program, and by other conservatives as a social 


gospel instead of the Gospel as set forth in the Scriptures. 


2. The fact that the seminaries from which missionary 
candidates were obtained, had slipped from their doctrinal 
moorings into the liberal group was disquieting. It would have 
been still more disturbing were it not for the practice of the 
liberals in using orthodox words with a new meaning. This 
obscured the actual inroads of modernism in the Convention 
at that time. It also convinced many that missionaries were 
conservative who were not conservative at all, for they were 
liberals using orthodox words. The seminaries at that time, 
being liberal, and the modernists using evasive or deceptive 
language, made for suspicion and distrust. 


3. Tue Baptist, established as the official spokesman 
13 
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for the Convention, followed the modernist line and expressed 
the very interpretation of the Denver resolution which con- 
servatives had placed upon it— the social gospel interpretation. 


4. The loyalty of the Convention leadership to the liberal 
seminaries was disturbing and revealing to many conservatives. 
When Northern Baptist Seminary was established as a protest 
against the modernism of the Divinity School of the University 
of Chicago, the bitter opposition of the denominational leader- 
ship indicated its theological sympathies were with the liberal 
school. 


5. There were various straws in the wind. On May 25, 
1920, The Board of Managers of the Foreign Society met in 
Boston. One of the candidates, described by Dr. J. C. Robbins 
as Spirit-filled and sacrificial was Cecil G. Fielder, later to 
become a storm center because of his modernist views. No 
doubt the Board followed its usual procedure in appointing 
this modernist—procedure which we are assured guarantees the 
orthodoxy of the candidates appointed. 

The Religious Herald of Virginia (9-30-1920), mentioned 
a Baptist board which appointed a man to the missionary staff 
whose views concerning the divinity of Christ were unsatisfac- 
tory. The name of the board was not given, but the American 
Baptist Foreign Mission Board hastened to assure Northern Bap- 
tists that it was not their board (Watchman-Examiner 10-28- 
1920). Which Board was it? Surely not the Southern Board? In 
its statement the American Baptist Foreign Mission Board fol- 
lowed the line which it still offers to doubters, it professed its 
orthodoxy and referred to its method of ascertaining the doctrinal 
views of the missionary candidate. While many conservatives 
were still distrustful, Dr. Laws, (Watchman-Examiner 6-9-1921) 
editorially emphasized that all missionary candidates are 
thoroughly examined concerning their doctrinal position. He 
intimated that it was quite thorough and that unsatisfactory 
candidates were rejected. 
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Mrs. Helen B. Montgomery, sensing that other expressions 
of confidence were needed said, “I want to say, too, that our 
Foreign and our Home Societies examine candidates very care- 
fully as to their beliefs regarding Christ and the Bible. Pains 
are taken to send out only those who are sound... . You can 
have confidence in your missionaries.” But some people still 
wondered how the liberal seminaries could turn out so many 
“sound” missionary candidates, since their graduates in the 
home field seemed to remain liberal. 

The next note in the WatcHMAN-EXAMINER is not so 
positive. Dr. Laws, in an editorial says, “Foreign missionaries 
are as much divided in opinion concerning theological matters 
as the leaders in the homeland. We are having letters from 
all over the world manifesting the greatest possible interest in 
the fundamentalist movement which is seeking to conserve and 
promote the faith of our fathers. Occasionally we have a letter 
from some former missionary denouncing ‘the theological re- 
_ actionaries.’” Those who had found the reassurances of the 
Convention leaders a bit incredible found support in this 
observation. The amazing claim that the liberal seminaries 
which were steadily liberalizing the ministry at home, were at 
the same time turning out orthodox missionaries, met with 
skepticism. The claim often made then and now, that only 
orthodox people will offer themselves as missionaries, has never 
been true. : 

In 1922 the editor of the WatcHMAN-ExAMINER (8-24 
1922) sounded a warning note, “It is a great privilege to stand 
between the living and the dead and to have in one’s possession 
the means of bringing the dead to life, as the Board of Managers 
of the Foreign Mission Society does. It is a privilege one might 
well crave, but it is a responsibility that one might well fear. 
It is a responsibility, first of all, to those who entrust their 
money to the Society for the propagation of the one and only 
Gospel—that of Salvation and eternal life through Jesus Christ. 
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To use the money for any other than that one purpose would 
be a gross betrayal of trust. All gifts to the Society are for this 
purpose. No condition need be attached to the gift when it is 
made. The large invested funds held by the Society were given 
for this purpose. (Emphasis ours.CET). . . . The responsibility 
to those for whom the money is given is more serious still. 
To give them something else than the saving story would be 
not simply a betrayal of trust, but a denial of life. For this 
reason the Society must carefully examine the missionaries it 
sends out as to their evangelical faith, and in thus carefully 
selecting the messengers it safeguards the message.” (Emphasis 
ours CET). 

These kindly admonitions went unheeded and in 1923 the 
controversy over modernism in the American Baptist Foreign 
Mission Society began, resulting twenty years later in the 
formation of the Conservative Baptist Foreign Mission Society. 


CHAPTER I 


The Controversy Between the Fundamentalist 
League of Greater New York and Vicinity 
and the Foreign Society Begins 


1. The Fundamentalist League was one of the many 
evidences of the growing dissatisfaction with Convention pol- 
icies and the growing suspicion of its leadership. It was com- 
posed of ministers and laymen, with Dr. John Roach Straton, 
Pastor of the Calvary Baptist Church of New York City as 
President. It published a paper known as the Fundamentalist. 
This League was local and not to be confused with the Funda- 
mentalist Fellowship of which Dr. J. C. Massee was the chair- 
man, or the Baptist Bible Union, headed by Dr. T. T. Shields 


of Toronto. 


2. The controversy had its genesis in the offices of the 
American Baptist. Foreign Mission Society. Miss Bertha D. 
Henshaw, for eight years a missionary in China, had been 
detained at home on furlough because of domestic conditions. 
Feeling that the nearest thing to service on the foreign field 
itself would be service with a foreign mission society, she ac- 
cepted a position with the American Baptist Foreign Mission 
Society and for three years labored faithfully and most 
efficiently, according to Dr. Franklin the foreign missions 
secretary. 


17 
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Miss Henshaw stated that she saw so many evidences of the 
prevalance of modernism in the foreign field and also in the 
home office, that she felt at last a conscientious conviction that 
she should no longer work with the Foreign Mission Society. 
She states that she called attention several times to these wrong 
conditions, but nothing was done and she finally left the 
society because of these conscientious scruples, feeling that her 
work there was not building up the Lord’s true cause, but was 
being used to tear down this cause in the interest of modernism, 
that is, materialistic unbelief and skepticism (Watchman- 
Examiner 11-15-1923). 

Miss Henshaw indicates that she tried to correct conditions 
from within the organization. She desired a final interview 
with Dr. Franklin on these matters, hoping that as a result, 
some action might be taken to turn on the light and better 
conditions. She could not see Dr. Franklin, however, until after 
she had left because of his absence from the city at the time. 
When he returned she was granted an interview in which 
she laid before him, as she had done in part before, all these 
matters which were on her mind and heart. She called Dr. 
Franklin’s attention to specific instances in the correspondence 
from missionaries and teachers on the field, which seemed to 
her to prove that they were modernists, and to a greater or 
lesser degree unbelievers in the fundamental truths of the 
Christian faith, and also that SUBTLE DECEIT WAS 
BEING EMPLOYED TO HIDE THE REAL CONDITION 
FROM THE CONSTITUENCY OF THE FOREIGN 
SOCIETY. (Caps ours. CET). She then asked Dr. Franklin 
to grant her the privilege of appearing before the Board itself, 
that she might bring to their attention the wrong conditions 
with which she was familiar, that they might take such steps 
as they deemed necessary to right conditions. But this request 
was not granted by Dr. Franklin. Before Miss Henshaw left the 
Society, Dr. Franklin had voluntarily given her a strong letter 
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of commendation both as to her ability and fidelity. After the 
above interview Miss Henshaw was surprised to receive a 
brief note from him requesting her to return the letter of 
recommendation which he had voluntarily given her. 


3. The controversy took on Convention-wide significance 
when Miss Henshaw laid the matter before the Fundamentalist 
League. When she received the note from Dr. Franklin, she 
felt that she must seek advice in the matter of how to proceed. 
She went to the president of the Fundamentalist League, John 
Roach Straton, and told him what had happened. Acting upon 
Dr. Straton’s suggestion she told her story to the Executive 
Committee of the League, requesting their counsel. ‘They voted 
unanimously that Miss Henshaw should not return the letter 
of recommendation to Dr. Franklin. They also felt that the 
League had a Christian duty to perform in view of the revela- 
tions she had made concerning modernism in the work of the 
Society. After leaving the Foreign Society, Miss Henshaw 
accepted a position as secretary of the Fundamentalist League. 
(All these statements are taken from the article, Dr. Straton 
Replies to Dr. Lerrigo, in the Watchman-Examiner of Nov. 
15,1923). 


WAS MISS HENSHAW A RELIABLE WITNESS? 

1. There is no evidence in any printed statement from 
either side of the controversy that Miss Henshaw was not a 
person of integrity. 

2. That Miss Henshaw was constantly working with the 
correspondence of the Society with its missionaries, for a three 
year period, is not disputed. Therefore she was in a position 
to know something of the facts upon which her protest was 


based. 


3. There is further evidence of her knowledge, in that she 
did not make vague charges of modernism but cited to the 
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League specific instances in the correspondence. The files of 
the Watchman-Examiner of that period contains quotes from 
correspondence alleged to be verbatim. If these charges were 
untrue, the Board could easily have disarmed its critics and 
discredited the witness. 

4. The fact that Miss Henshaw had been trained for the 
missionary task and had served eight years in China adds to 
her competence as a witness. 

5. Miss Henshaw’s standing as a witness is enhanced by 
her ethical procedure—she first went to the proper authorities 
and tried to correct the matter from within, without harmful 
publicity. She dealt with officials who were in a position to 
know the truth or falsity of her charges. 

6. The fact that she went to the critical Fundamentalist 
League only after the Society refused to correct its errors, adds 
to her reliability as a witness. 

7. A further evidence of her integrity is the fact that she 
asked permission to lay these facts before the Board of Managers, 
a Board which was in a position to judge the value of her 
charges. 


THE CONDUCT OF THE BOARD DOES NOT 
SHOW THE SAME INTEGRITY 

1, Dr. Franklin, according to Miss Henshaw, warned her 
in a mild way, of what people would say about her if she went 
out and voiced her criticisms. This appeal to her selfishness 
and to her fears does not produce confidence in Dr. Franklin. 
If Miss Henshaw was right it was her duty to declare herself 
regardless of personal consequences. 


2. When she told Dr. Franklin that she had always tried 
to be loyal to the Society, he replied that they would expect 
her still to be loyal. She said, as thousands have said since to 
similar denominational pleas, that she would be loyal to the 
Lord but not to modernism. From that day to this, the Con- 
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vention has asked for and received absolute loyalty from many 
who do not require the Convention to be loyal to the Word of 
God. 


3. The penalty for refusing that loyalty, was the request 
that she return the letter of recommendation that had been 
freely given her. 

NOTE-—CThese statements are based upon Dr. Straton’s 
article in the Watchman-Examiner of Nov. 15, 1923. To our 
best knowledge none of these statements which Miss Henshaw 
made concerning her personal relationships to the Society or 
to Dr. Franklin were denied in print. CET). 

4. The Fundamentalist League, seeking to prove or disprove 
the charges of Miss Henshaw, was refused permission to ex- 
amine certain key letters. The Executive Committee of the 
League requested and obtained an interview with the Officers 
Council of the Foreign Society which had full supervision over 
the office records. This was done privately, with no publicity, 
hoping as Dr. Straton said, that the matter would be settled 
without harm to the Society. Dr. Straton said of this request, 
“Our request of the Officers Council was simply that we be 
allowed, with them, to look at a few letters in the files which 
had to do with the alleged wrong conditions at home and on 
the foreign field, which had distressed Miss Henshaw, and also 
other letters which dealt with what seemed to be wrong con- 
ditions about which we had learned from other sources than the 
information given by Miss Henshaw.” They informed the Coun- 
cil that they came as friends and contributors to the work of the 
Society. After a three hour discussion the request was refused 
by the Officers Council. So the Fundamentalist League was 
denied the opportunity of checking the reliability of Miss Hen- 
shaw’s statements, being forced to either accept or reject the 
word of the Officers Council, some of whom were personally 
involved in the matter. From the beginning of the controversy 
the Society has always insisted that its constituency take its 
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word, even though no substantiating evidence is available. The 
Society can do no wrong, its fundamentalist critics misrepresent 
and prevaricate—this is the party line from which there has 
been no deviation. 


5. The Fundamentalist League then sought and obtained 
a meeting with the Board of Managers, on June 28, 1923. ‘The 
Board sustained the Council in refusing to open any of the 
records of the Society to the inquirers. They offered, however, 
to investigate specific charges against any missionaries who 


might be named. 


Some Charges Made by the Fundamentalist League 

1. The League charged that they were not met in a fra- 
ternal spirit by the Officers Council. (WaTcHMAN-EXAMINER 
Nov. 15, 1923). “Our entire delegation of ministers and laymen 
felt that they were not met in an open and fraternal fashion 
by the Officers Council. There was a resort to diplomacy; there 
was an element of evasion upon which laymen and ministers 
alike commented; and there was also a seeming desire on the 
part of the Officers Council to hold the matter in their own 
hands. In their written reply to us they advised us that if we 
wished the matter to come before the Board of Managers, they 
—the Officers Council—would present it for us. There was 
evident to our delegates a purpose to get the matter completely 
into their hands, seemingly, that it might be referred to a com- 
mittee, and pigeonholed or smoothed over in some other way. 
In view of the fact that we had stated to the Officers Council 
frankly that some of them might be involved in the disclosures 
we do not feel that this was either straightforward on their 
part or a reasonable settlement of the matter from our side.” 


2. The League charged that an attempt had been made to. 
bias the Board against them before the case was presented 
to them. “Before this meeting (the Board meeting) we had 
evidences that the Officers Council had been in correspondence 
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with the Board, and the matter had been presented to the 
members of the Board from the standpoint of the Officers 
Council.” As this writer sees it, the Officers Council might well 
acquaint the Board with the charges, but since some of their 
members were involved, it would seem that this should be 
done with utmost care in view of the delicacy of the situation. 
It is unfortunate that the League felt that the Board had been 
prejudiced against them by reports colored by the personal 
bias and personal interests of the Council. ‘The League officers 
insisted that letters received by them from Board members 
confirmed them in the conviction that the Board had made up 
its mind without hearing the case. Boards are always under great 
temptation to save the faces of their administrative personnel 
and to make blundering policies seem like strategic advances, 
but there is a point beyond which they cannot go and remain 
honest. 


3. The League’s belief that it was being dealt with unfairly 
was strengthened by certain incidents that occurred in the 
Board meeting. “We received letters from some of the Board, 
before we met them, indicating that they had reached a con- 
clusion on the matter before they had heard us at all; and when 
we appeared before the Board on June 28, 1923 it became 
evident to our delegation—about thirty faithful ministers and 
laymen—that we were appealing to a jury whose minds were 
already made up, though they had not heard a single word about 
the case from our side at all. Before the spokesman for our 
party, for example, had had an opportunity to say a word, or 
to read a brief written statement setting forth the purpose of 
our visit, the acting chairman of the Board made a lengthy 
statement in which he argued the case, expressed his personal 
opposition to what we were seeking, and did what he could, 
seemingly, to influence the Board to his position. 

“We have with great regret, therefore, and genuine dis- 
tress, to record that our entire delegation felt that we were not 
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dealt with in a fair and frank manner either by the chairman 
of the Board or by the members of the Board there present. 
The Chairman, not only, as stated above, argued the case and 
set forth his opposition to our request before he had heard a 
single word from us, but had throughout what appeared to our 
delegation a prejudiced and sarcastic attitude. He referred, 
for example, to the remarks of one of the members of our 
delegation as his oration, and more than once during the inter- 
view we had to call the attention of the Board to the fact that 
the chairman seemed inclined to put upon our statements a 
construction which they did not at all warrant. Some members 
of the Board during the discussion showed the same spirit. 
They showed a certain degree of heat. One of the brethren 
charged that we had come to them and made ‘threats’ but 
patiently and fairly we met and answered these allegations 
with the facts. We made no threats. We simply stated to the 
Board our own conviction that unless these matters were dealt 
with in the open and in a thorough-going and frank way they 
would inevitably lead to a cutting off of subscriptions, and we 
believe this to be true.” These statements of Dr. Straton con- 
cerning their reception by the Board were not denied in any 
published statement. It is unfortunate that a group of reputable 
brethren should feel that they were not given a fair hearing 
by the Board of Managers of the Foreign Society. That radi- 
calism which some deplore is always created and fed by this 
kind of treatment. 


CHAPTER III 


The Public Controversy Began 


1. The apologetics of the accused Board. In the Watchman- 
Examiner of July 5, 1923 Dr. P. H. J. Lerrigo, Home Secretary 
of the Society, published the reply of the Society to the charges 
made. It is of interest, like many Convention statements, in 
what it does not say. 

(a) Dr. Lerrigo refers to “certain unsupported statements 
reflecting upon the faithfulness of our missionaries,” but does 
not give to the public the fact that this information was fur- 
nished to the League by one of the Society’s most trusted 
employees, a person of admitted integrity who had an opportun- 
ity to know whereof she spoke. 

(b) Dr. Lerrigo distorts the request of the League which, 
according to the published story, was for the privilege of ex- 
amining certain specified correspondence and not for the priv- 
ilege of examining the files of the Society. Dr. Lerrigo cleverly 
shifts the controversy to a new basis: whether the Society can 
ethically open its files to “outsiders” not entitled to this informa- 
tion. It is evident that Dr. Lerrigo was drawing a red herring 
across the trail, in that he was using the personal affairs of a 
few missionaries to conceal the doctrinal views of all the mis- 
sionaries. The League was certainly not interested in the con- 
fidential affairs of the missionaries, but only their doctrinal 
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views. This they had a right to inquire into since they were 
contributors. To the Board, these contributors were mere 
“outsiders.” 

(c) Dr. Lerrigo, quotes with approval, a statement by the 
Board of Managers which is quite interesting. “The Board 
desires to say that should any bring allegations with reference 
to any of our staff or of our missionaries the Board pledges 
itself to a full and fair investigation of them.” Whether this 
Board was capable of fairness is an open question in view of 
their reception of the Fundamentalists. It is also interesting 
to note that twenty years later (December 16, 1943) the 
Watchman-Examiner published a statement by John W. 
Bradbury, H. A. Davidson, Peder Stiansen, F. Arvid Hagstrom 
and Earle V. Pierce (members of the Board), concerning the 
offer of the Board to examine any missionary against whom 
formal charges are preferred. “None knows better than do the 
members of the Majority that such a procedure is impossible 
and all the more so by virtue of their refusal to define the 
‘Evangelical Policy’ except in general terms.” These Board 
members, then made a statement, based upon twenty years 
experience, “No charges against specific missionaries will be 
made, for to do so would be useless and employed only to 
discredit those who made them.” 


2. The reply of the Fundamentalists. Concerning the 
request to read certain letters, the League said, “In our appear- 
ance before the Officers Council we did not make application 
to ‘examine certain correspondence files of the Society,’ as 
Dr. Lerrigo says. On the other hand, we explicity and repeatedly 
assured the brethren that we did not come on a ‘fishing ex- 
pedition. We did not request the privilege of rummaging 
indiscriminately through the files of the Society in the hope of 
finding something, or even of verifying any vague rumours that 
had come to our hearing. Dr. Lerrigo’s statement about this 
matter, therefore, is utterly misleading. What we did was 
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to request that a few specific letters be taken out of the files in 
order that our group and the Officers Council jointly might 
see whether or not the matters alleged were really in the letters. 
If this had been done and we had not found the things 
alleged, the whole matter would have stopped right there. Our 
desire to get at the facts before taking any further steps was 
logical and entirely proper. . . . Before taking any steps we 
wanted to substantiate the facts.” Evidently Dr. Lerrigo gave 
to this request a broader application than the facts warranted; 
thus discrediting the accusers. 


Concerning the second statement, that the Board would 
investigate any person against whom charges were preferred, 
the League gave a factual reply. In Dr. Straton’s article 
(Watchman-Examiner Nov. 15, 1923) he refers to the refusal 
of the Board to do this very thing. “During the hearings on 
June 28, at one point of the discussion, Dr. Franklin, our 
foreign mission secretary, sprang to his feet and said that if 
our delegation had any charges to make against him he 
demanded that we should bring such charges then and there. 
We met this challenge of Dr. Franklin definitely by the state- 
ment that we were ready then and there to reduce our charges 
to writing, and to present them to the Board. The chairman 
of the Board, however, said they would not stay to hear such 
charges, and the Board voted to adjourn. It is somewhat amus- 
ing, therefore, to find Dr. Lerrigo, in his statement, saying 
that our group—the Fundamentalists—ought to submit to them 
in writing our charges, and that we ought to be ‘entirely 
frank’ with them, and that we have refused to do this.” The 
plea from Dr. Lerrigo that the Fundamentalists be “entirely 
frank” is interesting, for there is no evidence of any frankness 
whatever on the part of the Board, but the reverse. The claim 
to a righteousness, superior to that of its critics, has character- 
ized the Board’s defensive strategy from then until now. It 
has long ceased to be convincing. 
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The League also insisted that as contributors they had 
“stockholders rights” in the Society. The Board has held from 
the beginning until now that the doctrinal beliefs of its mis- 
sionaries is the exclusive property of the Board and its ofhicials, 
and that the contributors are not entitled to this information. 
Dr. Straton insisted that “stockholders have the right uni- 
versally of access to records of corporations, whenever matters 
touching their personal interests are at stake.” (Watchman- 
Examiner Nov. 15, 1923). The Fundamentalists League insisted 
that they had a right to know the doctrinal views of certain 
particular missionaries and access to the records which contain 
this information. The right of contributors to this information is 
not debatable. The American Baptist Foreign Mission Society 
until now does not acknowledge the right of its contributors 
to inquire into the doctrinal beliefs of the missionaries as 
presented to the Board at the time of their appointment. 


THE REACTION OF THE DENOMINATIONAL PRESS 

The Watchman-Examiner, through the years, has consistent- 
ly given a hearing to both sides of every Convention controversy, 
a policy which the Convention press has never pursued. The 
Baptist, for some years the official organ of the Northern 
Baptist Convention, was always an apologist for the Convention 
leadership and always reluctant to give the other side an 
adequate hearing. Missions Magazine in our day is consistently 
liberal, a vigorous advocate of the inclusive policy and does not 
pretend to give its opposition a fair share of space. Its mail-bag 
department is a feeble attempt in this direction. The State 
Convention papers under New York control are propaganda 
sheets rather than balanced papers. THE LIBERAL ECCLE- 
SIASTICISM OF OUR DAY WHENEVER IT GAINS 
CONTROL. PRACTICES THE RUSSIAN FORM OF 
FREE PRESS-—tell the people only what the organization 
approves. 
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1. The Warcuman-ExaMINER, stated its position on the 
controversy. (11-15-1923). Speaking editorially, Dr. Laws 
said, “The Watchman-Examiner is determined as far as it is 
concerned to be absolutely just to both parties in this contro- 
versy. The Foreign Mission Society belongs to us all, and 
through the century of its history the work which it represents 
has been built up by the contributions and prayers of hundreds 
of thousands of our people. It is easier to tear down than to 
build up, but if the management of our Society is harboring 
and condoning rationalism, the denomination has a right to 
know it. The issue is now made plain and the Board of Man- 
agers of the Foreign Society will do well to turn on all the light 
that they have in their possession. May both parties to the 
controversy be guided by the Spirit of our Lord, and may God 
overrule the whole matter for His glory and the progress of 
His Kingdom.” This was a fair and temperate position. 


2. THe Baptist, official organ of the Convention also 
expressed its opinions editorially (7-14-1923). This editorial is 
written in the best propaganda style, using all the well-known 
devices for creating prejudice. It is typical of the Convention 
apologetics for the last twenty years. The editorial is too lengthy 
to be quoted in full but we present an analysis of it as a piece 
of denominational propaganda, lacking the statesmanship of the 
Watchman-Examiner. 

(a) The beginnings of a popular myth is seen in this 
editorial. The fundamentalists are “bad” people and the Con- 
vention leaders are “good” people. This myth which has been 
built up and cultivated through the years has been a very large 
factor in fundamentalists defeats on the Convention floor. Every 
state convention paper proclaims it in one form or another, and 
the faithful vote to keep the “good” liberals in power and to en- 
able them to increase their power, while the “bad” funda- 
mentalists who only want “power” are kept out. Let us notice 
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some of the high lights of this editorial which set the pattern for 
the secretary-editors to follow. 

The Fundamentalist League is referred to as “a self-consti- 
tuted inquisitorial group” making “demands,” making “vague 
blanket charges,” violating “Scriptural principles of procedure” 
(this from a modernist paper CET). Their information was 
said to be “from sources which honorable men would not 
ordinarily regard as either reliable or reputable (a slander on 
Miss Henshaw and the intimation that she should have kept 
quiet in the interests of her modernistic employers). The 
charges are said to be “irresponsible charges.” ‘This caricature 
of a fundamentalist is still in vogue in the many state papers 
edited by our secretaries, and still marks every issue of Missions 
Magazine. 

On the other hand the statement of Dr. Lerrigo is “admirable 
in substance and spirit,” it is typical of “the dignified and Chris- 
tian manner in which an unprecedented issue forced upon the 
Board and its officers had been met.” The Board is pictured as 
a group which “welcomes criticism based upon ascertained 
facts” whereas the history of the Board is exactly the opposite. 
According to the League this welcome had taken the form of 
hostility to even their mild approach. The editor goes on to say 
that the Board has “a sacred trust” and cannot in “honor” abro- 
gate its discharge. He stresses its obligations to preserve the con- 
fidence of the missionaries but omits any reference to the sacred 
trust to preserve the purity of the Gospel testimony. He says, 
“the sacredness of the confidence involved in this correspond- 
ence” must be observed. There is nothing “which the Board 
would wish to conceal in its correspondence files.” It is said 
that “the secretaries declare that they know of nothing in the 
correspondence that would justify the vague charges which have 
been given wide publicity.” (The League later made its charges 
specific CET.) In conclusion The Baptist gave the mission- 
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aries a clean bill of health, with less evidence for this endorse- 
ment than Dr. Straton had for his indictment. Thus began the 
myth that fundamentalists are “bad” people and Convention 
leaders are “good” people, a piece of propaganda that was a mas- 
ter stroke of strategy and ante-dated by many years the discovery 
of the same technique by Hitler. ‘The claim of liberalism to the 
liberal spirit is not supported by its record in Convention con- 
troversy. 


Cb) Some inaccuracies must also be noted in the editorial. 
Dr. Lerrigo, in his statement in the Watchman-Examiner 
(7-5-1923) did not, as The Baptist said, show “What led up to 
the meeting.” The principal basis of the League’s charge is care- 
fully omitted, for Dr. Lerrigo did not want to indicate that the 
information had come from a trusted employee who was in a 
position to know the facts. Dr. Lerrigo did not, as The Baptist 
editor said, “impartially cover the case.” The case of Dr. Lerrigo 
rested upon an over-emphasis of the sacredness of the corres- 
pondence and an intimation that the League wanted to pry into 
the confidential personal affairs of the missionaries, which they 
emphatically disclaimed. Dr. Lerrigo did not state that the de- 
tailed doctrinal convictions of the missionary is the exclusive 
property of the Board and will not be revealed to the Society 
unless charges are preferred, yet this is true. 


Dr. Lerrigo is said to have emphasized “the Christian manner” 
in which the issue had been met by the Board. The statements 
of the League on this point do not bear out the contention, 
and those statements were not denied in any printed statement. 

The editorial insists that the Board will readily hear specific 
charges against its secretaries or missionaries, but according to 
the testimony of the League, they refused to hear such charges 
against Dr. Franklin, who later was to become the president of 
Crozer Seminary and take his place openly among the liberals. 
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The emotionalized words which prejudice the mind against 
the fundamentalists and build up confidence in the Convention 
leadership are still in use in Convention circles. The funda- 
mental techniques of unethical propaganda are seen in this 


editorial. 


CHAPTER IV 


The Foreign Mission Board Issues Its First 
Statement on the Inclusive Policy 


In the Watchman-Examiner (Nov. 15, 1923), a statement 
of policy was published. It was adopted by the Board October 
29, 1923. It was designed to allay the criticism sponsored by the 
Fundamentalist League and others. 

“Our denomination, our Society, and our churches, have 
always given to officers, missionaries, and pastors a considerable 
degree of liberty of theological opinion. To be sure, we have 
always insisted on a living Christian experience, on a passion 
for the salvation of men, on loyalty to our Lord Jesus and His 
gospel, and on belief in the vital teachings of our religion, but 
it has not been our Baptist custom to limit too explicitly the 
form in which these doctrines must be held and expressed. 

“In spite of the fact that the Northern Baptist Convention in 
all its elections from its foundations to the present year has acted 
in accordance with this long standing denominational policy 
which makes for unity and inclusion rather than for dissension 
and division, certain brethren now ask us to reverse this policy. 
The Board of Managers frankly and kindly refuses to depart 
from the custom and usage of the denomination in this regard, 
believing that it thus carries out the will of the denomination, 
as expressed in all its public acts. The Board, composed, like 
our churches, of men and women of diverse opinions, has here- 
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tofore included and should include among its officers and mis- 
sionaries representatives of various elements among our people. 

“There are, of course, limits to this liberty of theological 
opinion. Every one gives up a certain amount of his liberty when 
he joins an organization. A Christian must believe certain things 
to be a Christian, and a Baptist to be a Baptist. ‘The exact limits 
of liberty, however, will be decided somewhat differently by the 
succeeding generations. In the history of our denomination, 
they have been constantly, though slowly, changing; for in- 
stance, a century since, an anti-mission Baptist was in good 
standing; but now none dare publicly profess anti-mission senti- 
ments, with the theological views on which they were based. 

“As fresh areas of knowledge are opened up, as new situa- 
tions and new questions emerge, those changes are bound to 
come. It would be unwise and futile for any one generation to 
try to fix the limits of liberty rigidly. 

“The only instrument by which these limits can be deter- 
mined fairly and wisely in the particular cases which arise is the 
living voice of the denomination, uttering itself continually 
through ever changing executive boards and officers, freely 
elected by the denomination in the most democratic manner, 
guided by the Scriptures and led by the Spirit of Christ.” 

A careful reading of this statement reveals the following: 


1. The theological liberty allowed the missionary is equated 
with the theological liberty permitted in the Northern Baptist 
Convention. As an agency of the Convention, the Board has no 
obligation to follow a policy contrary to that of the Convention, 
regardless of the wishes of a particular group. ‘The fault if any, 
lies with the Convention, which, composed of conservative, 
middle-of-the-road and liberal churches, practices an inclusive 
policy. The Board logically takes the position that it represents 
the whole constituency which elected it and supports it. This 
is the argument. Since the Convention is a democracy, the lib- 
erals have a right to be represented, but if this is true, the Con- 
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vention is no longer orthodox. If the Board is required to be 
orthodox, and exclude from the mission field those who are not, 
it does not represent its constituency which includes both lib- 
erals and conservatives. It then departs from democracy. If the 
local church places democracy in the Convention first, it must 
consent to democracy in the Society, and that means an inclusive 
policy. If the local church places the New Testament first, then 
it must refuse its consent or support of the inclusive policy on 
the local, state and national levels. No local church can consis- 
tently ask a Board to reject an inclusive policy which the local 
churches of the Convention endorse and support. 


2. The Board acknowledges that it follows this policy, and 
refuses to depart from it at the behest of certain conservative 
brethren. They insist that this inclusive policy, which is the 
policy of the Convention, makes for a larger degree of unity. 
They think of it as the will of the entire Convention, since it is 
the basis of all Convention policies and appointments. They 
insist that the Board of Managers, democratically elected, is 
composed of these diverse elements. The logical conclusion is 
that these elements in a democratic denomination should have 
representation in the mission field. To deny this fundamental 
contention of the Board is to expect the Foreign Mission Board 
to practice an exclusiveness practiced by no other agency of the 
Convention or by the Convention itself. 


3. The Board, however, acknowledges that some limitations 
should be placed upon this liberty. Membership in an organiza- 
tion limits liberty, in that a Baptist isn’t a Methodist (since 1923 
this distinction is not so clear. The advance of liberalism and 
open membership among Baptists makes such distinctions be- 
tween denominational leaders almost indistinguishable.). 

The Board declares that the exact limits of liberty will not 
be determined by any rigid rule, or by any objective authority, 
but will be defined by each succeeding: generation. “It would 
be unwise and futile for any one generation to try to fix the 
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limits of liberty rigidly.” ‘The Board says the only way by which 
this can be done is through “the living voice of the denomina- 
tion, uttering itself continually through ever-changing executive 
boards and officers, freely elected by the denomination in the 
most democratic manner, guided by the Scriptures and led by 
the Spirit of Christ.” “The living voice of the denomination, 
uttering itself continually” through its boards and secretaries 
sounds like the continuing revelation of the Roman Catholic 
Church and the continuing revelation of the new catholicism 
held today in liberal circles. As to democratic elections, guided 
by the Spirit of Christ, there is some evidence to indicate that 
other forms of guidance have been given, and political maneuv- 
ering has been noticed. The words here are idealistic, the facts 
are not. 

Since all the great denominations, professing to be guided 
by the Scriptures and the Spirit of Christ, have drifted into 
modernism, this is no safeguard. The limitations, placed upon 
the inclusive policy by these words, is vague. 

4. A liberal definition of theological liberty is expressed. 
“As fresh areas of knowledge are opened up, as new situations 
and new questions emerge, those changes are bound to come. 
It would be unwise and futile for any one generation to try to 
fix the limits of liberty rigidly.” This statement, with its twin, 
that the fundamentals of Christianity can be dispensed with 
by “interpretation” of the Scriptures, would be acceptable to 
any modernist. 

The Indianapolis resolution which affirmed the New Testa- 
ment as our ground of faith and practice was certainly a frame- 
work in which this liberty must be exercised. However, through 
the years, the Indianapolis resolution has been a defense against 
the doctrinal demands of conservatives, rather than a positive 
statement of principle and policy. 

5. The statement ends with a deliberate confusion of the 
issue. It is a fact that at one time some Baptists were anti- 
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missionary in their interpretation of the Scriptures. It is also 
a fact that scarcely anywhere in Baptist circles today is that sort 
of sentiment or teaching countenanced. ‘This does represent a 
change of interpretation, a change within the framework of the 
Scriptures which many conservatives understand. 

The Board, in using this illustration of a change of interpre- 
tation within the framework of an authoritative Scriptures, is 
confusing the issue. Modernists do not interpret in the true 
sense, but in the case of certain fundamental doctrines DENY 
the TRUTH of these statements. There is a radical difference 
between varieties of interpretation within the framework of 
an authoritative Word and a fundamental denial of the historic 
facts upon which Christianity rests. This attempt to confuse 
the issue and mislead the conservatives in pulpit and pew has 
characterized the statements of our Convention leadership from 
the beginning of the controversy until now. 

6. The inclusiveness set forth is expressed in logical terms. 
The inclusivism which characterizes the Convention, character- 
izes the boards and officers it elects, and should and does char- 
acterize the secretaries and missionaries it appoints. This is 
clear. 

7. The limits of this inclusivism are expressed vaguely, in 
general terms and the statement ends with the misleading illus- 
tration of the anti-missionary Baptists. Every attempt to make 
the limits of the inclusive policy explicit has met with failure. 

It should be noted that what is now known as the “evan- 
gelical policy” was not included in this statement. This was 
to come at Milwaukee in 1924 after it was apparent that the 
Foreign Society was to be investigated. 


CHAPTER V 


The Board of Managers Appoints 


Two Committees 


1. The Board makes a statement (Watchman-Examiner 
12-27-1923). ‘The Board announces the appointment of a 
committee to read the correspondence in controversy. The Board 
asserts that “the correspondence, when read in its context and 
with a knowledge of the attendant circumstances, does not 
justify such attacks upon our missionaries and secretaries. It is 
true that in the letters of a few missionaries are phrases and 
sentences that the Board feels might be misunderstood, but 
nothing has been disclosed that cannot, we believe, be met in 
correspondence and counsel... . The reading of these letters has 
disclosed an evangelical spirit.” There are several comments 


that should be made. 


(a) Since these misunderstood phrases and sentences are 
not quoted, no opportunity is given to the reader to form his own 
judgment. 

(b) The meaning of the word “evangelical” is by no means 
clear. It must be remembered that modernists for many years 
have been using evangelical terms, but investing them with 
new and alien meanings. 

Cc) The names signed to this report, Frederick L. Ander- 
son and W. B. Lipphard, after the passing of the years, do not 
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increase confidence. Dr. Anderson was not a genuine theo- 
logical conservative, according to his biographer, Dr. Robbins. 
Dr. Lipphard is the editor of Missions Magazine, whose repu- 
tation for theological liberalism and political apologetics is well 
established. 

2. The Board appointed a committee to read the correspond- 
ence in question. This committee consisted of Henry Bond, 
William T. Shepphard, Carter Helm Jones, Frederick E. Tay- 
lor, M. J. Twomey and associate member Joshua Gravett, the 
Vice-President of the Society. The conservatives at that time felt 
that this was a good committee, for the passing of the years had 
not yet taught them the painful truth, that many conservatives 
in prominent places will freely rubber stamp the official leader- 
ship, regardless of contrary facts. We do not say that this com- 
mittee did this, we simply say that such incidents have become 
commonplace. The Committee of Nine which “whitewashed” 
the Foreign Society in 1945 included in its membership those 
who professed then to be conservatives, but whose subsequent 
record does not bear out this profession. 


3. This committee had an interesting experience. It read to 
the Board for more than five hours letters or selections from let- 
ters they had received or found in the files. Its appointed task 
ended, the committee was discharged. Joshua Gravett (Watch- 
man-Examiner 1-10-1924) gave the inside story of this proce- 
dure, saying, “I feel bound by love of truth and justice to break 
what some might consider the confidence of an executive session 
of the Board.” Another committee of seven was appointed and 
prepared the report which was given to the public (Watchman- 
Examiner 12-27-1923). 

The personnel of this second committee is of interest. 
While the membership of the committee of five was quite 
conservative, the membership of the committee of seven was pre- 
dominantly liberal. The Fundamentalist League (Watchman- 
Examiner 1-3-1924) gave its membership as follows: Henry B. 


40 THE FOREIGN MISSIONS CONTROVERSY 


Robbins, A. C. Baldwin, T. Otto, Herbert J. White, F. L. An- 
derson, P. H. J. Lerrigo, and Emory W. Hunt. The League 
further stated, “The fact of the matter is that this report of the 
foreign board was not prepared by these six men (who read the 
correspondence ).” This committee made no report to the con- 
stituency of the Society. The Board’s published report was pre- 
pared by the liberal committee. These committee members were 
not revealed by the Board, only the membership of the con- 
servative committee. This is a curious procedure for a Board 
professing to have nothing to hide. Politics are only played by 
those who feel that they must. These two committees indicate 
that politics, strategy and a certain amount of playing hide-and- 
seek was thought necessary by the Board. 

The League said of this, “No group or organization, against 
whom serious charges have been made, ought to be content 
with an investigation conducted by themselves and by a com- 
mittee composed entirely of their own number. Why will not 
the members of the Foreign Board realize that Northern Baptists 
will not be satisfied with anything less than a thorough investiga- 
tion of unquestioned orthodoxy and appointed by those entirely 
outside the Board and its offices?” C(Watchman-Examiner 1-3- 
1924). It is of interest to note that the investigating committee, 
appointed later by the Convention did not render a report as 
optimistic as that of these two committees. ‘They admitted that 
modernism had made inroads into the work of the Foreign So- 
ciety. This, in spite of the fact, that the chairman of the com- 
mittee was a well-known modernist. Conservatives then, did not 
know what conservatives know in these days, that a modernist’s 
word concerning his own orthodoxy cannot be trusted. 

4. The Fundamentalist League makes its charges specific 
(Watchman-Examiner 1-3-1924). 

(a) Previous to publishing this statement the Fundamen- 
talist League had furnished to a committee of the Foreign Board 
the names, dates and file numbers where this information could 
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be found. Thus the committee had in its own hands the infor- 
mation claimed by the League. 

(b) The League offered this statement as to why they did 
not name the missionaries. “Although it greatly reduces its 
effectiveness, we omit from this present statement the names of 
persons and places, as it is not the intention to pain and injure 
persons, but merely to bring about the correction of an intoler- 
able situation.” It is interesting to note that when conservatives 
name modernists, they are charged with indulging in person- 
alities; when they do not name names, they are charged with 
lacking evidence; and when they name a missionary whose mod- 
ernism is flagrant, they are charged with stressing “isolated 
cases.” 

(c) The League charged that over a period of years foreign 
missionaries, native Christians, mission school and seminary . 
teachers, board secretaries and others have stated definitely that 
unsound theological teachings were prevalent in the foreign 
mission schools and stations. 

(d) The League charged that a certain school designated 
as “X’ (later identified as Shanghai College) was unsound in 
some respects and was under question by conservative mission- 
aries and mature Christians. The years have revealed that these 
critics were right for Shanghai University was and is in the 
hands of liberal leadership. Many of their professors have since 
revealed their modernism. 


5. The Foreign Mission Board issues another statement. 
(Watchman-Examiner 1-17-1924) 

(a) The Board again repeated its insistence that the cor- 
respondence of the missionaries was not open to inspection. 
The Board then as now, evidently considers the doctrinal posi- 
tion of the individual missionary a confidential matter. 

(b) The Board defends the personnel of the first commit- 
tee. It revealed that two members of the committee had been 
presidents of the Convention and three were speakers on the 
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Fundamentalist programs. ‘This was impressive at the time, but 
conservatives, with the passing of the years, have noted with 
sorrow, certain conservatives who have become apologists for 
modernistic programs and boards. ‘The Foreign Mission Board 
offered no explanation as to why a liberal committee was ap- 
pointed to write the report for the more conservative committee. 

Cc) The Board admitted a few things. “It is true that in the 
letters of a few missionaries there are a few phrases and sen- 
tences that we felt we could not approve, but nothing was dis- 
closed that in our opinion could not be met by correspondence 
and counsel.” Since these missionaries are not named and these 
sentences not quoted, the constituency had no chance to judge 
this. 

Cd) The Board gave Shanghai College a full endorsement 
and quoted Rev. W. O. Carver of the Southern Baptist Sem- 
inary as a witness to its evangelical character. It is interesting to 
note that in later years Dr. Carver was a member of the modern- 
istic group in the Southern Baptist Convention which published 
the liberal Southern Baptist paper, Christian Frontiers. ‘The 
years have revealed that Dr. Carver was not a good witness for 
the gospel. This was not apparent then, for modernism was still 
hiding behind vague language and the misuse of evangelical 
terminology. The Board in effect, maintained that even though 
its own membership was liberal and fundamentalist, even 
though every seminary of the Convention had drifted into lib- 
eralism, even though modernism had made heavy inroads in 
the mission fields according to reliable testimony, the Baptist 
mission schools were orthodox. This was incredible then. It is 
still incredible. 


Ce) The Board admitted that one missionary who was ap- 
parently sound on the fundamental doctrines was an evolution- 
ist, a view of creation which the Board said was held by many 
widely known Baptists. 

C£) The Board admitted that a missionary had objected 
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as “stultifying” a proposed by-law which would have prohibited 
anyone from teaching in a missionary school unless he sub- 
scribed to the fundamental doctrines of the faith. ‘The missionary 
objected to any creedal test. 

Cg) The Board denied all blame in connection with the 
defection of certain Baptist churches in France, who claimed 
that some of the Board’s policies were modernistic. 

Ch) The Board objected to general charges, insisting upon 
specific charges against the individual. However, such charges 
made through the years have seldom borne any fruit, for the 
Board has never shown any interest in removing modernistic 
missionaries from the field no matter how well documented 
the charges. 


6. The WarcuMAn-ExAMINER calls for an investigation of 
our foreign mission work. This paper, in contrast to The Baptist, 
had treated all sides of the controversy with fairness. From time 
to time Dr. Laws addressed himself to the problem in his edi- 
torials, dealing firmly but wisely with the matter. 

In the issue of 12-6-1923 he says, “Many honest and able 
men who have visited the foreign mission fields in recent years 
have come home frankly criticizing what they had seen and 
heard in many places. 

“One cannot help weighing the criticisms of such a Christian 
scholar as Dr. W. H. Griffith-Thomas, the able and devoted 
Bible expositor. Nor can one turn a deaf ear to Dr. Robert Dick 
Wilson, Professor of Semitic languages in Princeton Seminary, 
who has just returned from China. These able and honorable 
men both declare that, here and there, rationalism has laid its 
paralyzing hand on the work of foreign missions. To what extent 
this is true we do not know. We do know that many of the older 
missionaries are greatly distressed that some of the younger mis- 
sionaries are changing the time honored emphasis of foreign 
mission work in giving their time, not so much to evangelism 
as to social betterment, not so much to winning a lost world to 
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Christ as to establishing a ‘Christian civilization.’ (See Denver 
resolution p. 10. CET). The time has come when the whole for- 
eign mission situation should be investigated. If conditions in 
any sense justify the rumours, then these conditions must be 
changed. If the rumours are without foundation, then the 
churches in the homeland should be reassured.” . . . “The for- 
eign mission work of Northern Baptist, we suppose, is neither 
better nor worse than the foreign mission work of other de- 
nominations.” 


“For ten years and more these rumours have been afloat. 
They ought to be looked into, and they must be looked into. 
Our board is fully competent to this work. If the board feels 
that in a matter of such importance it should have the authoriza- 
tion of the Society, the whole question could be referred to the 
annual meeting of the Society to be held in May in Milwaukee. 
... We plead that a thorough investigation of our foreign mis- 
sion work shall begin at once, and that when the investigation 
is ended we may know the truth, the whole truth and nothing 
but the truth.” The Convention at Milwaukee in 1924 heeded 
this suggestion and in response to a widespread demand an 
investigation was ordered. 


SOME SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES 
Dr. W. B. Riley, writing in the Baptist Beacon (January 
' 1924) comments, “The brief report presented by the Committee 
of Seven (the liberal committee), who ever that committee was, 
and ‘unanimously adopted’ by the Foreign Mission Board, is 
supposed to be a proper basis for ‘burying the hatchet,’ and 
giving to the Board our unqualified backing and incidentally 
more of our money. There will be many readers of those news- 
papers which never see anything ‘wrong’ in Denmark, who will 
accept the report as they accepted the school report made by a 
similar committee in Des Moines as a positive proof that all cries 
of ‘modernism among missionaries,’ were without occasion, and 
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that from center to circumference, from top to bottom, the Board 
and all its representatives are absolutely sound! 

“The editor of this paper has, through Christian Funda- 
mentals in School and Church for years been giving the state- 
ments of dependable foreign missionaries, publishing letters 
received from the same source, repeating conversations of out- 
_ going missionaries who flatly denied our holy faith, calling atten- 
tion to the fact that on our foreign fields the evangelical faith is 
left to languish and education is pushed at an exorbitant expense 
of magnificent buildings, erected not so much for the purpose of 
Christianizing as of civilizing, and yet in a letter from one of 
the noblest missionaries that the Baptist denomination ever sent 
out—a letter which occupied eight full sheets to foolscap—calling 
attention to the fact that in a very few years the educational 
work has been increased 751% as against an increase in evan- 
gelistic work of 50%, which letter was in the hands of the inquir- 
ing commission, not one reference is made in the report to this 
whole Christless trend! 

“The editor of this paper also provided statements made not 
more than ten days ago before the committee sat in New York, 
of a missionary on the field who denied the exclusive deity of 
Christ, and of others who derided the authority of the Word; 
gave their names, and provided the last needful proof of the fact 
in the circumstance that the China Inland Mission people, at 
Suifu, got up and left the union prayer meeting in which Christ 
was thus denied and from that day have refused to fellowship 
with our Baptists; and yet even a supposed conservative officer 
can conscientiously sign this report. The only answer the secre- 
tary makes to these charges is a request that we give the name of 
our informant, as if that had aught to do with the fact Cif it be 
a fact), and if it be not a fact, will Secretary Franklin please 
explain to the public on what grounds the Union prayer meet- 
ing in Suifu was broken, and why the China Inland Mission, 
holding as they do to the fundamentals of our faith, quit the 
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fellowship of Baptists and left this union prayer meeting? The 
missionary on furlough, a member of my church, who gave me 
these facts did it with quivering lip and tearful eye, saying: ‘We 
grieve to lose their fellowship; we are lonesome, we need them; 
we long for them, but how can we abide in a prayer meeting 
with them and have our Lord publicly denied by a young prod- 
uct of a skeptical American school?” 

“The grief of this whole matter is in the fact that the 
committee of five were dismissed and some existing committee 
of seven, who doubtless knew as well before the letters were 
read what report they would make as they did after the inves- 
tigation occurred, brought in the statements to be adopted. We 
expected this, but we did not expect that the conservative men 
on this committee, men we ardently love and have trusted, 
would subside and consent to cover, as they themselves intimate 
they did cover, facts in the interest of fraternity. A fraternity 
resting upon the covering of facts and the triumph of falsehood 
is folly. It cannot continue.” 


Dr. Riley and Dr. Franklin 

Writing in the “Pilot” (May 1943), Dr. W. B. Riley says, 
“In Dr. J. H. Franklin they (the modernists) secured a toe-hold. 
It will be remembered that the Northern Baptist Convention 
plan was born in the brain of a Chicago University ‘Theological 
professor. It was largely framed by him and consequently was 
planned from the first to turn the denomination into the path of 
new theology. With their customary astuteness, they did not go 
to the theological school of the University, nor yet to Rochester, 
which was even then veering to the left, nor to Crozer which 
was known to be already on the down-grade, but to Louisville 
Theological Seminary instead. Franklin was a product of that 
institution, and its conservative reputation helped them to 
silence criticism—yea, almost suspicion—and get their start! For- 
tunately for Modernism, Franklin had not written any books 
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at that time and his views were known only to the Modernist 
inner circle. Fundamentalists with their accustomed credulity ac- 
cepted him almost with open arms.” 

“Who is going to believe that a Board that would choose in 
succession J. H. Franklin, J. W. Decker, and now Dr. Fridell, 
would send out only conservative missionaries? Who is going 
to believe that they would not seek assiduously missionaries of 
a kindred mind with their own and that of their head official?” 


Missionary W. M. Y oung Writes a Letter from China 
(BAPTisT BEACON March 1924) 


1. Mr. Young challenges the claim of the Board that all its 
missionaries are loyal to the Word of God and to Jesus Christ. 
He questions the criterion by which this judgment is arrived at. 
“Our Board claims that all their missionaries are loyal to the 
Word of God and to Jesus Christ. What is the standard by 
which they are judged? If we take Newton Center, Rochester, 
Colgate and Crozer, as strictly orthodox, then we might say all 
were loyal and orthodox, but how about comparison with the 
Baptist position of 25 years ago? In the resolutions adopted at 
Kansas City (Baptist Bible Union) there is a clear reminder, 
to quote: ‘We further remind our Baptist brethren of the fact 
that the mission boards are to a large extent, shut up to the 
sources of supply provided by our colleges and theological semi- 
naries, etc.’ The missionaries cannot be more orthodox than the 
schools from which they graduate as a rule. Occasionally a 
man or woman may pass through the entire course of education 
and hold firmly to the position held while entering the college 
and theological schools, but they constitute a very small per cent. 
Orthodoxy on the part of the missionaries, means orthodox in 
the sense that the schools hold today, and it may be very far 
from the orthodoxy of 25 years ago. It counts for but little.... 
I am not making charges, but I have heard clear, strong state- 
ments made by different missionaries, that logically should place 
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them with the strictest modernists, but if the Board would write 
these same men, they would say we are orthodox of the orthodox. 
All depends on the standard, and they might be orthodox from 
the standpoint of the schools from which they graduated. It only 
brings us back to the point, we must see that the schools teach 
in accord with Baptist doctrines and the Bible must be rein- 
stated, to hold the same place it held with our fathers.” 

2. Mr. Young charges that religious education is being sub- 
stituted for Christian education. “Everything seems to be reli- 
gious education today, both in the homeland and on mission 
fields. How far is the religious education in our churches today 
loyal to our time honored Baptist positions? I notice it is always 
religious education, not Christian education and there is a vast 
difference. Did religion, apart from the Atonement of Jesus 
Christ and the quickening power of the Holy Spirit, ever save 
a soul? 

“Paul said the people of Athens were very religious. The 
same might be said today of Moslems, Hindus and many Bud- 
dhists. Is religious education what is needed today? Our mission 
literature is filled with the term, religious education.” 

3. Mr. Young mentions the constant preoccupation with 
the changing world and the neglect of the Gospel message for 
that world. “Again, we hear much today about reconstruction, 
adaptation to changing orders, social, political and economic. 
One would get the impression that the Gospel was constantly 
changing. Nearly all the programs for associations, mission con- 
ferences and conventions, are based on adaptation to these 
changing conditions. Paper after paper is read on one phase 
after another, with very little reference to the central theme of 
all Christian Mission work, the preaching of the Gospel. Why 
do people not see, that none of these changes touch the eternal 
verities?” 

4. Mr. Young says that the weakest point in our mission 
work today is “it leaves so little place for the Holy Spirit to 
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work.” He refers approvingly to the Baptist Bible Union Reso- 
lution at Kansas City which recorded “its sense of the special 
need of this hour of a particular avowal of our conviction that 
the Scriptures teach that Christ is the Head of the Church, 
and that the Holy Spirit has been given once and for all by Him 
to be the life and Administrator of all the church’s affairs.” 

5. Mr. Young emphasizes the danger of placing education 
before evangelism. “While our Board puts forth the claim that, 
the supreme object of all their work is evangelism, if we judge 
from the amount of money spent from the number of mis- 
sionaries engaged in educational and in evangelistic work, the 
present trend of rapid increase of educational workers as com- 
pared with evangelistic workers, one is forced to the conclusion 
that education is placed first and evangelism has a secondary 
place far below the status of educational work. I have written 


the Board fully and clearly along this line.” 


THE MODERNISM OF DR. J. H. FRANKLIN, FOREIGN SECRE- 
TARY OF THE AMERICAN BAPTIST FOREIGN MISSION 
SOCIETY AND LATER THE PRESIDENT OF 
CROZER THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY 

In 1932 appeared the famous Cand infamous) Report of the 
Laymen’s Foreign Missions inquiry. It was unanimously con- 
demned by conservatives as a betrayal of the Christian faith and 
it was. Robert E. Speer C(Re-Thinking Missions Examined 1933 
pp. 27-29) charged that it proposed a new basis for missions. 
He says, “The Report names Jesus, with Buddha and Moham- 
med, as one of the great founders of religion who have been 
teachers of man; who have ‘spent themselves speaking to their 
own people and have left behind them an impulse which has 
moved on steadily across boundary after boundary’ (pp. 6, 7). 
‘Through Jesus, and through such wills as His, God works’ (p. 
58). It describes as the old view the idea that ‘there was but 
one way, the way of Christ’ (p. 8). The business of missions 
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is not to ‘transmit the letter of doctrine’ but to ‘fulfill the religious 
life of the Orient’ Cp. 16). What Christians believe to be the 
authentic historical facts of the New Testament appear to be 
regarded as the ‘symbolical and imaginative expression’ of Chris- 
tianity (pp. 19, 52). We are to consider ourselves not as the 
bearers of a definite message, but as ‘brothers in a common quest’ 
with the non-Christian religions (p. 31). We are to find and 
‘stand upon the common ground of all religion’ (p. 33), ‘to rec- 
ognize and associate’ ourselves ‘with whatever kindred elements 
there are in the non-Christian religions’ (p. 33). The new objec- 
tive must take the place of the old, which was ‘the conquest of 
the world by Christianity’ Cp. 35). The Christian Church must 
not do what the early Church did, ‘aim at destroying or dis- 
placing the whole structure’ of other religions (p. 40). The only 
mention of the New Testament is in the strange sentence, “The 
fina] truth, whatever it may be, is the New Testament of every 
existing faith’ (p. 44). Christianity and other religions must join 
in a common quest for truth and experience which are not 
offered in any final and absolute way in Christianity. ‘The mis- 
sionary ‘will look forward not to the destruction of these reli- 
gions, but to their continued co-existence with Christianity, each 
stimulating the other in growth toward the ultimate goal, unity 
in the completest truth’ Cp. 44). ‘It would be difficult to point 
out any one general principle (in Christianity) which could 
not surely be found nowhere else’ (p. 49). “The relation between 
religions must take increasingly hereafter the form of a com- 
mon search for truth’ (p. 47). And the aim of missions is defined 
thus, “To seek with people of other lands a true knowledge and 
love of God, expressing in life and word what we have learned 
through Jesus Christ and endeavoring to give effect to His 
spirit in the life of the world’ Cp. 59). Note that here ‘religion’ 
is dropped and ‘people’ substituted, which is a very different 
idea.” This is missionary modernism. 
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The Never Failing Light 

In April 1933 Dr. Franklin published the above book and 
indicated that he shared many of the modernistic ideas of the 
Laymen’s Report. It also indicates beyond any doubt that Dr. 
Franklin disapproved of the fundamentalist protest against mod- 
ernism because he himself was a modernist. He was the proof 
of that which he was denying. 

1. The author accepts the modernistic doctrine of the “Fa- 
therhood of God and the brotherhood of man.” In not a single 
case does he indicate that he accepts the New Testament limi- 
tations of this expression. “Jesus began teaching men of all 
races, of all religions and all classes to look up to the Unseen as 
their Father and to practice love and brotherhood as the sum 
total of his requirements of his children” (p. 10). Again, “When 
we really believe that God is love and that all men may join 
us in saying ‘our Father,’ we are not far from calling all men 
our brothers” (p. 36). 

2. The author also holds to the basic tenets of the modern- 
istic social gospel. He says (falsely) “The teachings of Jesus 
support Bishop Gore in the declaration that the unaccomplished 
mission of Christianity ‘is nothing less than to reconstruct society 
on the basis of brotherhood’” Cp. 34). 

3. He supports the program of the Federal Council in the 
foreign field, calling attention to modernistic ecclesiastical and 
educational combinations with denominations known for their 
modernism. All through the book there is evidence that he 
believes in ecclesiastical unionism on the foreign field regardless 
of difference in faith. He says, “Why not a federation into 
whose fellowship any evangelical Christian group might be re- 
ceived upon its own statement of faith and practice, the family 
of churches admitting the applicant not on a basis of intellec- 
tual agreement but on a knowledge of the applicant’s evangelical 
belief, character and purpose?” Cp. 166). In this loose but plaus- 
ible language, we have the modernistic basis of church union. 
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4. He approves the modernistic approach to other religions. 
Some one asked a Chinese leader, “Suppose a missionary should 
go to a thoughtful Buddhist priest with some such words as 
these: ‘My own sacred Scriptures teach me that there is a 
Light which lighteth every man and that the unseen God hath 
not left himself without witness among any people. These 
truths I recognize in coming to your land. Therefore, I have 
come not only to share with you what my fathers and I have 
learned of God through Jesus of Nazareth, but I should like 
to know what you and your fathers, through the ages, have 
learned of him. I am not here for controversy but for a fraternal 
exchange of light that has come to each of us.’ I asked this de- 
vout disciple of Christ what would be the effect of such an 
approach to an intelligent Buddhist priest. The reply was brief: 
‘The priest would always think of Jesus as a gentleman’” (pp. 
182-183). The author quotes this conversation with evident ap- 
proval. This is what the modernist calls sharing and the spiritual 
results are as meagre as the brief reply: The heathen think of 
Jesus as a gentleman. This method, pursued by E. Stanley Jones, 
has produced a modernistic synthesis rather than genuine prod- 
ucts of the Christian faith. 

5. Dr. Franklin gives evidence of the modernism of an 
ABFMS missionary, William Axling of Japan. He quotes an 
article by Axling: “Personally I went to Japan thirty-one years 
ago with the conception that the ethnic faiths were all false. .. . 
I hope I will not be misunderstood, but my experience during 
the thirty-one years has convinced me that Buddhism and Shin- 
to as well as Confucianism furnish for the Japanese people a 
sort of Old Testament, out of which they can move forward 
and upward toward Him who came not to destroy but to ful- 
fill” Cpp. 183-184). Dr. Franklin quotes this and several state- 


ments along this line with evident approval. 


6. Dr. Franklin, quoting the text, “According to his prom- 
ise, we look for new heavens and a new earth wherein dwelleth 


IN THE NORTHERN BAPTIST CONVENTION 53 


righteousness” (p. 187), applies this to the current social ideal- 
ism as held by the modernists, envisioning a time when the 
“kingdom of brotherhood will be realized” by the efforts of men. 
No mention of the Lord’s return, no indication that Jesus taught 
the apocalyptic kingdom, but rather the kingdom of socialism. 
Dr. Franklin in this book written many years later stamped 
himself for what he was—a theological liberal, holding many 
views akin to the modernism in the Report of the Laymen’s 
Inquiry, so universally denounced by conservatives. 


“THE HARTLEY CASE” 

Dr. Frank M. Goodchild, Pastor of the Central Baptist 
Church, New York City, called attention to a modernistic mis- 
sionary (Watchman-Examiner 5-22-1924) in his article, “Why 
We Cannot Stop Protesting.” 

He says, “I have before me a statement of his belief by one 
of our missionaries in the Asiatic field (later identified as Rev. 
M. R. Hartley, of Bengal-Orissa). Concerning the Scriptures 
he says, “We have no assurance that we have a trustworthy rec- 
ord of anything that Jesus Christ either said or did.’ Concerning 
the virgin birth and the resurrection of Christ he says, ‘I do 
not deny them. I only profess ignorance.’ Concerning the per- 
son of Christ he says, ‘I am still pondering. I believe that Jesus 
Christ is the Son of God, but I must interpret that in my own 
way. ‘I can conceive of myself coming to a position where I 
could sincerely say that I believe in the deity of Jesus. I could 
almost say it now but it would mean something different from 
orthodoxy, but orthodoxy seems like an impossible view.’ ‘I do 
not see the necessity of the death of Christ.’ ‘I do not believe 
in the second coming.’ Concerning petitional prayer he says, ‘I 
can trust God to do His part without being reminded or even 
asked.’ He does not believe in the resurrection of the body or a 
final judgment, though he does believe in ‘a continual apprais- 
ing of our moral and spiritual needs and condition, aoc corres- 
ponding treatment.’ 
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’ His Appearance Before the Board 

“On appearing before the Board this man admitted that the 
statement he presented was different than the one presented on 
the foreign field, and the Board thought it only fair and right to 
judge him on his last statement. But this statement was so un- 
certain and weak as to make him quite unfit to be a missionary. 
Yet the Board dismissed the charges against him, and declared 
that on their action they are ‘prepared to stand.’ They probably 
will send him back to the field, and with no assurance whatever 
that his latest statement of his belief will not be succeeded by 
another with a more utter rejection of Scripture than either of 
the other two. Here is the reason why men who are true to the 
Scriptures and to Jesus Christ must protest. They themselves 
would be disloyal if they did not.” 


Dr. Pierce Gives the Details of T his ‘‘Examination” 

Years later, Dr. Earle V. Pierce (Northern Baptist Missions 
1943), discussing the Hartley case wrote, “When he came before 
the Board for re-examination, Henry Bond, president of the 
American Radiator Company and twice president of the North- 
ern Baptist Convention, was a member of the Board and took 
part in the examination. When the examination was completed, 
he came into Dr. Laws’ office and said that something had to be 
_done. He said that Hartley had beaten around the bush, giving 
evasive answers, until he, Bond, got tired of it and said, ‘Now 
I want you to answer some very plain questions, yes or no. Do 
you believe the Bible to be the inspired and authoritative and 
dependable Word of God?’ And when Hartley started off again 
on a rambling reply he thundered to him, ‘I want you to answer 
me yes or no!’ Hartley then said, ‘No, I do not.’ ‘Do you believe 
in the deity of Christ? yes or no.’ ‘No. I do not.’ And so with 
the vicarious atonement of Christ and His resurrection and other 
important articles of faith. Following this categorical denial of 
the great fundamentals, the Board of thirteen present voted nine 
to four that Hartley was ail right.” 
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Dr. Anderson’s Account of the Examination 
In an open letter (Watchman-Examiner 5-29-1924) Dr. F. 
L. Anderson replied to Dr. Goodchild. He says, “Mr. Hartley 
returned to this country in March, and, after a preliminary in- 
vestigation by a strong and representative committee, came be- 
fore the Board on April 9. The charges were read in full, and 
Mr. Hartley made his statement to the Board in reply. A great 
many questions were asked which Mr. Hartley answered frank- 
ly. After a free, unhurried and friendly discussion the Board 
voted to dismiss the charges against him....I had a four-hour 
interview with Mr. Hartley face to face, in which I probed him 
relentlessly. I saw him before the Board, heard him read his 
statement, asked him questions, and heard his answers to all 

who asked. On all this evidence I based my opinion.” 


Dr. Anderson’s Own Account Reveals the Answers 
of Hartley to be Unsatisfactory 


Dr. Anderson in the same article, quotes Mr. Hartley as 
saying, “I believe firmly in the general trustworthiness of the 
New Testament records, that the great fundamental facts about 
the life and teachings of our Lord are given us therein, and are 
sufficient to lead men to God and salvation.” Dr. Goodchild 
in his reply (Watchman-Examiner 6-19-1924) says on this 
point: “General trustworthiness? Is that all? If I need a guide 
in a strange country I would not engage one who was com- 
mended to me as ‘generally trustworthy.’ No man would be 
employed as a locomotive engineer on any railroad whose rec- 
ommendations said of him no more than he was ‘generally 
trustworthy.’” Dr. Goodchild was right. This is loose language 
for a missionary charged with modernism. 

Dr. Anderson reveals that Hartley’s statement on the deity 
of Christ was in contradiction to the statements ascribed to him 
on the mission field. Whatever one makes of this, it has become 
common practice for liberals to profess beliefs they do not be- 
lieve, and sign doctrinal statements they do not accept. 
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Dr. Goodchild also calls attention to the fact that Dr. Ander- 


son’s statement “does not in any way allude to Mr. Hartley’s 
repudiation of the miracles of the New Testament nor his rejec- 
tion of the supernatural birth of Christ, nor his denial of the 
necessity of an atonement for sin, nor his disbelief in the resur- 
rection of our Lord.” 

Dr. Anderson writes an amazing thing in the light of Dr. 
Pierce’s account of the Bond-Law conversation, “Mr. Hartley 
impressed the whole board as being a remarkably honest man.” 


The Vote on Hartley 

Dr. Anderson said, “The Board voted to dismiss the charges 
as not sustained.” Commenting on this Dr. Goodchild wrote, 
“Dr. Anderson is not quite candid in speaking of the Board’s 
decision. Any one in reading his reply to me might suppose it 
was a unanimous action. But it was not. At least four members 
voted to sustain the charges and some of them have assured me 
that my article was a correct statement of the case. And some of 
those who voted to dismiss the charges have come to me and 
without any sort of solicitation have proferred me an explanation 
of their vote. One declared that he was out of the room during 
Mr. Hartley’s examination and on returning voted with the 
majority. Another said that he is able to attend only an occasional 
Board meeting; that he knew little of the Hartley case and sim- 
ply fell in line with the prevailing sentiment. No, the voice of 
the Board was by no means unanimous. It ought to have been— 
unanimous to dismiss Mr. Hartley from our roll of missionaries.” 


The Accuser Is Accused 
From the beginning each succeeding Board has said, “The 
Board desires to say that should any bring allegations with refer- 
ence to any of our staff or of our missionaries the Board pledges 
itself to a full and fair investigation of them” (Watchman- 
Examiner 7-5-1923), ‘The answer to this, based upon the expe- 
rience of the years was given in the Minority Report of John 
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W. Bradbury, Earle V. Pierce, Peder Stiansen and H. A. David- 
son in 1943. “None knows better than do the members of the 
Majority that such a procedure is impossible and all the more so 
by virtue of their refusal to define the ‘evangelical policy’ except 
in general terms. NO CHARGES AGAINST SPECIFIC MIS- 
SIONARIES WILL BE MADE, FOR TO DO SO WOULD 
BE USELESS AND EMPLOYED ONLY TO DISCREDIT 
THOSE WHO MADE THEM” (Caps ours CET). 

Dr. Goodchild finds this to be true. In spite of the fact that 
subsequent events proved that his charges were true, the Board 
cleared the accused and accused the accuser. Dr. Goodchild says 
to Dr. Anderson, “I have indulged the notion that our foreign 
mission board had no secrets touching its policies and therefore 
in making inquiries about the Hartley case I frankly said to Dr. 
Anderson that I felt I had a right to know about it, as had every 
Baptist in the Northern Baptist Convention. Dr. Anderson, how- 
ever, evidently thinks that it is none of the Baptist public’s 
business, for he declares that ‘the board has no idea of trying the 
case over again in the newspapers,’ and he is chiefly interested 
in trying ‘to show how far Dr. Goodchild is from the facts.’ 
If those who dare to make rightful inquiries of the foreign 
mission board are to be thus rebuffed and publicly charged with 
making hasty judgments and misstating facts, the already wide- 
spread distrust of the Foreign Mission Society’s management 
will extend further still.” Since Dr. Goodchild was known far 
and wide as a man of unimpeachable integrity, this shows the 
spirit of the Board at that time. Dr. Goodchild, as those who 
knew him can testify, was not given to making careless charges. 


The Liberals Play Politics 
Dr. Earle V. Pierce (Northern Baptist Foreign Missions 
1943) says of the Hartley affair: “Of course, the facts got out, 
and soon after came the Northern Baptist Convention meeting 
at Milwaukee in 1924. At the time of that meeting, I hunted up 
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the Fundamentalists, who were meeting in a hotel room. This 
was the first group meeting of the Fundamentalists which I had 
ever attended. I found there a hundred representative men of 
the denomination. Dr. Massee was presiding, Dr. Goodchild 
was there, Dr. Floyd Adams, Dr. Laws, Mr. Bond, Mr. Brock, 
a layman of Denver, and other men of that grade in the denom- 
ination. I especially remember that Dr. Massee said, in the 
course of the meeting, ‘Gentlemen, I have been approached by 
two of the liberals today with a proposition. I think they were 
sincere, but I do not want to get caught. They said, “If you 
Fundamentalists will agree not to spring the Hartley matter on 
the floor of the Convention, we will stand with you for an in- 
vestigation of the entire Foreign Mission situation and person- 
nel, for there’s something rotten in Denmark.”’ One of those 
men—the one who did the talking and said, “There’s something 
rotten in Denmark’—was Dr. Wallace Petty. The result of the 
conference was that Dr. Massee made the motion to appoint a 
commission to investigate thoroughly the Foreign Mission situa- 
tion and personnel and Dr. Wallace Petty seconded it. There 
was a strong minority against it, but it passed. Dr. Laws then 
made a motion that $25,000 be appropriated to be used, if neces- 
sary, for this investigation. This passed. Little of this money 
was used.” 

Referring to his visit to the mission fields in 1925, Dr. Pierce 
gives this additional word, “When we were in India in ’25, the 
Canadian missionaries asked us why Hartley was ever sent out 
by our Board. When he appeared on the mission field, a Cana- 
dian sent out by our Board, Canadian missionaries asked him 
why he did not come out under his own Board, and he replied 
that they never would appoint him, so he came down and was 


sent out by the A. B. F. M. S.” 


Dr. Frederick L. Anderson, the defender of Hartley an- 
nounced the “evangelical policy” in 1924 and again in 1926. 
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A Last Word from Miss Henshaw 

Eprrorrat Nore: The Baptist Spokesman of Portland, Oregon 
(April 1924) from which the following extracts were taken was 
the official organ of the Portland Baptist Laymen’s League, a 
group of men who stood staunchly for the Baptist faith and 
against the inclusive policy. The present Baptist Spokesman 
of Oregon is sponsored by a group of laymen who stand for the | 
very inclusivism opposed by the first group. 

In a letter to the Baptist Spokesman, Miss Bertha Henshaw 
reveals some additional information of interest. Concerning the 
“confidential correspondence,” she says, “To say that the cor- 
respondence in the files is ‘confidential’ is a mere bluff and the 
only excuse that can be given to keep the denomination from 
knowing the facts in the case. I have read dozens of letters for 
days at a time in which there was nothing that approached any- 
thing of a confidential nature. ...I have seen some letters from 
missionaries addressed to the foreign secretary, containing dis- 
loyal utterances, which were marked ‘confidential’; but they 
were only ‘confidential’ insofar as they do not wish it to be 
known where they stand and thus lose the support of true be- 
lievers who THINK that their money is going toward the sup- 
port of orthodox Gospel-preaching missionaries.” 

Concerning the Indianapolis Convention when the funda- 
mentalists were defeated, she writes, “T'wo years ago expressions 
of interest and joy in correspondence from missionaries at the 
‘defeat’ of Fundamentalists at the Indianapolis Convention re- 
vealed quite clearly where the sympathies were. The news of 
that Modernist ‘victory’ in some instances had been forwarded 
by cable. Many were concerned about creedal tests that would 
reveal where some of the missionaries stand.” 

Concerning the Board’s statement that “correspondence and 
counsel” would correct some of the misunderstandings she said, 
“These letters were written to sympathetic secretaries backed up 
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by a sympathetic Board. How can such a situation be met by 
correspondence and counsel? And who is to conduct the corres- 
pondence and give the counsel? The whole thing is absurd.” 
Considering the fact that Dr. Franklin would be the logical one 
to counsel with the missionaries concerning their supposed mod- 
ernism the absurdity is clear. 


CHAPTER VI 


The Investigating Committee and the Results 


The statements of the Board of Managers, the defense by 
the conservative board committee, and the propaganda editor- 
ials of the Convention dominated press, did not satisfy the fun- 
damentalists that their charges were groundless. Many others 
felt that the situation had not been dealt with frankly, that too 
much political strategy was evident. The Watchman-Examiner 
advocated an investigation. So public opinion had set the stage 
for the next phase of the controversy. 

1. The political background. Convention politics, like the 
human body, are “fearfully and wonderfully made.” Like all 
politics, strange bedfellows appear. Liberals and conservatives 
united together in achieving common objectives, the strategy 
being known only to a small group of insiders. 

It is interesting to note that, when the liberals have a mod- 
ernist missionary named, with the facts established, that they 
preferred to make a dangerous political deal to keep the facts 
from coming before the Convention. 

As to the fundamentalists’ part in this, no doubt it eared 
to them to be the constructive thing to get the entire foreign 
work reviewed rather than debate the merits or demerits of a 
single missionary. Liberals, always reluctant to have the facts 
known to the people, were willing to run the risk. Fundamen- 
talist hopes for the investigation were frustrated, however. This 
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proposal, sponsored by a fundamentalist and a liberal, was a 
preview of the committee to investigate modernism: it had some 
conservatives but its chairman was Albert W. Beaven, President 
of the liberal Rochester Seminary and destined to be the Presi- 
dent of the Federal Council of Churches. 


2. The Committee as named by President Corwin Shank 
of the Convention consisted of: Mrs. H. F. Compton, Judson 
A. Crane, John F. Herget, J. C. Massee, Mrs. John Nuveen, 
H. F. Remington and A. W. Beaven, Chairman. The com- 
mittee represented both the modernists and the fundamentalists. 
The resolution to appoint the committee was 766 to 616 against. 


3. The Inclusive Evangelical Policy is affirmed at Milwau- 
kee (1924). 

The Board of Managers announced at Milwaukee, in the 
address of Frederick L. Anderson, that in its appointment and 
retention of missionaries it was operating on what it chose to 
call an “inclusive policy” which we took to mean that it would 
appoint and retain missionaries of varying theological beliefs 
provided they came within certain limits which the Board re- 
garded as “the limits of the gospel.” It based its adherence to 
this policy upon certain facts which were cited: 

1—That the denomination, itself, is constituted of individuals 

who are allowed a wide degree of theological difference. 

2—That the test of membership in the Convention is not put on 
theological grounds. 

3—That representatives of widely differing theological views 
are members, occupy the platform and take part in the delib- 
erations of the Convention without a theological test being 
applied. 

4—That the denomination appeals to all for support, accepts 
money from all, thus implying that in some fair way repre- 
sentation should be given to these various groups in the work 
of the denomination. 
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This is an excellent statement of the inclusive policy as con- 
servatives understand it. 


THE EVANGELICAL LIMITS ARE STATED 

“Guided by the facts that Baptists have always been known 
as evangelicals, and that the gospel is the most important mes- 
sage of the Scriptures, we have demanded that all our officers 
and missionaries be loyal to the gospel. We will appoint only 
suitable evangelical men and women; we will appoint evangeli- 
cals, and we will not appoint non-evangelicals. And by the 
gospel we mean the good news of the free forgiveness of sin 
and eternal life (beginning now and going on forever) through 
a vital union with the crucified and risen Christ, which brings 
men into union and fellowship with God. This salvation is 
graciously offered on the sole condition of repentance and faith 
in Christ and has in it the divine power of regeneration and 
sanctification through the Spirit. The only reason we have for 
accepting this gospel is our belief in the deity of Christ in 
whom we see the Father, a faith founded on the trustworthiness 
of the Scriptures and the fact that we have experienced this 
salvation in our own hearts. This is not a paper policy. It has 
been and is our practical program” (Watchman-Examiner, May 
28, 1925). 

_ Comments of Interest 

1. Dr. Earle V. Pierce. In the story of his tour of the mission 
fields in Asia, he says, “The poison from home has found a place 
on the foreign field in some measure, and in ways that will be 
disastrous, if not checked. How could it be otherwise with 
colleges and seminaries in America teaching what many do, and 
with our foreign board frankly admitting, as it did in Milwau- 
kee (1924), that both conservative and liberal missionaries were 
appointed, because we have churches of both kinds. Proof ap- 
peared of that” (Watchman-Examiner, May 21, 1925). 


2. The Committee on Investigation which reported to the 
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Seattle Convention (1925) said: “That the Board, in general 
has followed this ‘inclusive policy’ (as announced at Milwau- 
kee) seems clear.... We do not attempt to pass upon the ques- 
tion, as to whether the statement they put forth is a sufficient 
definition of the ‘evangelical faith as held historically by Bap- 
tists.’ We have proceeded on the assumption that it is what they 
have stated. ... We feel that in a few cases appointments have 
been made which would be difficult to construe as coming 
within these limitations.” 

3. Dr. Curtis Lee Laws, in an editorial in the Watchman- 
Examiner (July 7, 1924) said, “The Board of Managers at the 
Milwaukee Convention for the first time conceded that our 
foreign missionaries are a kind of cross-section of our ministry 
at home, at the same time asserting that no unevangelical mis- 
sionaries are being sent out.” 

4. The Baptist, official organ of the Convention, said after 
Dr. Anderson’s reaffirmation of the policy at Washington 
(1926), “The reaffirmation by President Anderson of the in- 
clusive policy of the American Baptist Foreign Mission Society, 
as that policy has been previously defined, seems to have been 
accepted and settled, and under that policy, graduates of some 
of the most divergent schools of theology in the country HAVE 
ACCEPTED APPOINTMENTS THIS YEAR” (caps ours— 
CET) (The Baptist, June 12, 1926). 

5. W. M. Young, who in 1925 had served 30 years under 
the American Baptist Foreign Mission Board, wrote to Rev. 
James Wallace Jacobus, First Baptist Church, Vassar, Michigan 
(Facts for Baptists to Face, by R. T. Ketcham) and said: “Noth- 
ing in recent years has moved me more deeply than Dr. F. L. 
Anderson’s message at the Milwaukee Convention. He tried 
to make out that Fundamentalists are demanding a radical 
change in methods of appointing missionaries from our time 
honored history, and that no doctrinal statements were required 
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n the past. I am amazed at the statement, and more amazed that 
the Board should publish the address and sent it out as a fact. 

“As a matter of fact I do not believe anyone could have been 
appointed as a missionary a third of a century ago when I was 
appointed, without a decidedly clearer and fuller doctrinal 
statement that Dr. Anderson gives in his homopathic dose of 
theology at Milwaukee. What does Dr. Anderson mean by the 
vague phase, “Within the limits of the Gospel’? Is there a Uni- 
tarian or a Universalist in the United States that would not 
claim to be within the limits of the Gospel? Is there an ultra 
Modernist in the Baptist or any other denomination that would 
not claim to be within the limits of the Gospel? Who is to decide 
what these limits are? We need men and women today on all 
the mission fields, not simply within the limits of the Gospel, 
but truly regenerated, Spirit-filled, men and women of prayer 
and a positive virile message, the fullness of the Gospel of Jesus 
Christ, with all its supernatural and regenerating power. . 
The time has come for us to strike and to strike from the shoul- 
der, to write and speak with no uncertain sound.” 


Dr. Frederick L. Anderson and the Evangelical Policy 

1. In his biography, “Valiant for Truth,” written by J. C. 
Robbins, we have some interesting statements. “A notable ex- 
ample of his objective, comprehensive treatment is his lecture 
on the ‘Virgin Birth’ in his course on the Life of Jesus. He con- 
cludes with this statement: ‘My mind is still open on this sub- 
ject, which I do not consider of the first importance. I am rather 
inclined to believe in the Virgin Birth, but it is not essential 
to Christian faith (cf. Peter and Paul) and should not be made 
a condition of church membership or ordination.’ (Valiant for 
Truth, by J. C. Robbins, Judson Press, Philadelphia.) Dr. An- 
derson was the famous advocate of the “evangelical” policy as 
he was teaching these things in Newton Seminary. 

He also believed in “the trustworthiness of the Scriptures.” 
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Dr. Robbins quotes him again: “What I was really most inter- 
ested in was the so-called higher criticism, the historical research 
concerning the books of the New Testament. I gave myself to 
that with great enthusiasm for a long time, and found out that, 
while I changed my views about a good many things, after all 
in the New Testament we had a really trustworthy account of 
the life of the Lord Jesus Christ, we had a really trustworthy 
account of the life of Paul, and we had a really trustworthy ac- 
count of the gospel” (pp. 76-77). It is evident that to Dr. Ander- 
son, the word. “trustworthy” in the evangelical policy did not 
carry the meaning as the man in the pew undetstands it. 


THE REPORT OF THE COMMISSION ON AFFAIRS OF THE 
AMERICAN BAPTIST FOREIGN MISSION SOCIETY 

The report of this committee did not sustain the official state- 
ments which the Board issued as denials of the Fundamentalist 
charges. It did not sustain the optimistic report of the so-called 
conservative committee, or the whitewashing report of the liberal 
committee. It did not sustain the highly prejudiced editorial 
of the Convention paper, The Baptist. In the main, it justified 
the charges made by Miss Henshaw and the Fundamentalist 
League and by so doing reflects upon the integrity of the Board 
and its secretariat in issuing denials of what was undoubtedly 
true. 


The Commission in its report, in general terms, approved 
and disapproved of our missionary enterprise. Positively, it said, 
“About the vast majority of our missionaries there is no question. 
We have been led to renewed conviction as to their evangelical 
faith and efficiency in service. Our hearts have been thrilled by 
the evidences of the working of God’s Spirit through our mis- 
sionaries.” 

Negatively, it said: “On the other hand, we have found 
certain conditions which we believe the denomination must face, 
and which should be changed. To these we call attention in the 
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report. These conditions do not constitute a large element when 
contrasted with the whole extent of our foreign missionary 
work, but we wish the denomination to give them proper empha- 
sis. To give them so little consideration is to ignore them, and to 
refuse to face their meaning is to court grave danger. To give 
them so much emphasis that we cast doubt and suspicion over 
all the work would be equally tragic. We must not ignore criti- 
cism that comes from honestly troubled hearts, yet we must not 
magnify it until it furnishes an excuse for our naturally selfish, 
human nature to withhold sacrificial support from our great mis- 
sionary enterprise.” 


I. THE SELECTION OF MISSIONARIES 


1. We have carefully investigated the methods used in the 
selection of missionaries.“Wedo not find evidence which sustains 
the criticisms that the secretaries and the Board have knowingly 
appointed those of a liberal type of thought because they were 
liberals, or refused others because they were conservatives. ‘They 
state that several applicants have been rejected because they 
were too liberal, and none, as far as we have found, have been 
rejected because they were too conservative.” 


2. The Commission, however, felt that there was “ground 
for criticism that in some cases there has been evidenced a ten- 
dency to underestimate the value in a missionary of thoroughly 
sound, evangelical Christian views.” The Commission made two 
suggestions. 

(a) “In weighing the qualifications which candidates have 
for missionary work, more emphasis should be put on the neces- 
sity in the missionary of a strong evangelical Christian faith 
which he can put forth as his message in warm, enthusiastic 
affirmations.” 

(b) “More care should be exercised by the secretaries and 
Board to be sure that they really know what the candidates’ 
views are, and that these views accord with the general concep- 
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tion of the gospel as proclaimed by Baptists, so that such a mis- 
sionary will truly represent us and not become a cause of 
misunderstanding and suspicion.” 

The first suggestion grew out of the feeling “that in certain 
appointments an enthusiasm created by gracious personality and 
certain other valuable qualifications tended to preclude a sufh- 
cient inquiry into the real content of the message to be deliv- 
ered.” 

The Commission felt that “in the selection of appointees to 
represent us all, if such appointees are to command the enthus- 
iastic and loyal support of the denomination they must reflect, 
not some small segment of belief, or some extreme on either side, 
but must be exponents of a gospel message that fairly reflects 
the doctrinal position and spirit of the great mass of the denom- 
ination.” The Commission said there were many who would 
doubtless make good Methodist or Episcopal missionaries but 
not good Baptist missionaries. If men are to be rejected because 
of their denominational affiliation, certainly men ought to be 
rejected because of too great divergence of theological opinion. 


3. The Commission discussed the question of liberty of in- 
terpretation. “Baptists have emphasized the right of the indi- 
vidual to interpret the Scriptures by the guidance of the Spirit, 
and have freely acknowledged a large degree of liberty, but that 
it is not saying that when, as a result of such a principle an 
individual Baptist is led to conclusions far different on central 
convictions, from the vast majority of the denomination, but he 
should then be chosen to represent the denomination as a whole, 
on our mission field.” 


4. The Commission felt that, while the method of the Board 
in selecting candidates were admirable, “It has not worked com- 
pletely enough to insure in all cases the Board’s actually know- 
ing what a candidate’s opinions really are. This feeling grows 
out of the fact that in a few cases appointees have gone to the 
field whose statements in writing and on file were satisfactory 


IN THE NORTHERN BAPTIST CONVENTION 69 


as far as they went, and on them they were accepted, but they 
soon made it evident in their work that they held views that we 
cannot construe to be in general harmony with the statement 
put forward by the Board itself. We do not accuse the appointees 
of being unwilling to state their views, indeed, they have done 
so with great frankness and sincerity when later asked for them 
in detail, but we feel that by the exercise of greater care the full 
views might have been ascertained at the beginning and this 
embarrassment saved the appointees, the Board and the de- 
nomination.” 


Il. THE RETENTION OF MISSIONARIES. 


1. The Commission discussed the “inclusive policy.” After 
quoting it in full, they say, “That the Board, in general, has fol- 
lowed this ‘inclusive policy’ seems clear.” It also worked within 
the limits of the evangelical statement it adopted. However, the 
commission states, “We do not attempt to pass upon the question 
as to whether the statement they put forth is a sufficient defini- 
tion of the ‘evangelical’ faith as held historically by Baptists. 
We have proceeded on the assumption that it is what they have 
stated.... We feel that in a few cases appointments have been 
made which would be difficult to construe as coming within 
these limitations.” 

2. The Commission found that the Board did not have any 
regular or formal way of periodically inquiring as to the beliefs 
of its missionaries after appointment. This is not to be wondered 
at in the light of ordinary Baptist practice. Information on these 
subjects we are told comes in an incidental way to the attention 
of the secretaries of the Board. ... “The Board has usually taken 
the attitude that ‘only formal complaints made and signed by 
responsible parties will be looked into.’” However, at times the 
Commission learned that they had gone farther when public 
criticism came to their attention. (For an illustration of how the 
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Board handled such complaints see the Hartley case and also 
Dr. Riley’s comment on the Foreign Board.) 


3. The Commission discovered that certain missionaries 
were modernists. “That, however, certain missionaries have laid 
themselves liable to just criticism and necessary investigation by 
the Board seems to us to be clear from quotations which we now 
make. These are extracts from statements of certain of the mis- 
sionaries about whose beliefs formal complaint has been made.” 

“Dealing with the subject of the person of Christ one writes: 

‘But the unique element of Jesus’ nature does not lie in his 
being the “only begotten” Son of God. He is not that by his own 
teaching. Rather, he is the only perfect one among the countless 
millions of sons of God who have been born into our heavenly 
Father’s home. 

‘Jesus owes many a debt to men who had not obtained the 
perfection that he had in his relation to God.’ 

“In dealing with the person of Christ as related to his death 
one writes: 

“ ‘Tn setting an unbridgeable gulf between the glory of Jesus 
and our own possibilities, it seems to me that men are opposing 
themselves diametrically to his teaching and desires, and are to 
a large degree rendering his sacrificial life and death vain.’ 

“On the inspiration of the Scriptures and in arguing to show 
that they are not infallible one writes: 

“Surely it is clear that the Bible, part for part, is not an 
infallible book. ...'There is many a book, many a sermon, many 
a poem of our day as God-inspired and as God-filled and helpful 
as many of the books of the Bible and more so than some. God 
is still speaking to his children through the voice of his prophets.’ 

“Of sin he writes: | 

““Today we have come to look upon wrong doers not so 
much as sinners as unfortunates.’ 

“Of atonement he writes: 

“When we see ourselves in our true position as the growing, 
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erring children of God, is it not clear that such a thing as an 
atonement, a making good for us by another, could not possibly 
be acceptable to our Father, or even considered by him?... See- 
ing that we are a family together, not only is it not derogatory of 
God and Jesus to abandon the idea of the atonement, but it is 
testifying to the perfect quality of God’s fatherliness. 

“Tt is not primarily the death of Jesus that saves us. It would 
not have been necessary under all circumstances.’ 

“Of final salvation he writes: 

“But what about those children who desert the heavenly 
home? Who, when they know their Father's desire is otherwise, 
deliberately turn away and follow the demands of their lower 
natures? Is there any hope for them?’ 

“In a later paragraph his answer is found: 

“Jesus will keep on and never give up until every last one 
is found. There is no man, no matter how vile, without some 
solid good, some of the stuff of God in him. There is some 
invitation of God to which he will respond, although he may 
have to hear it in the next world. God will never turn his 
back upon his children, neither in this world, neither in the 
world to come.’ 

“Another writes: 

“‘I wish I might say that I have a firm faith in eternal life. 
It would be a comforting belief. I have resolved to live as though 
life were eternal—but I have failed to find convincing evidence 
that such is the case, or that such is not the case. I must leave 
this question in abeyance till further light appears. I do regard 
Paul's teaching in I Cor. 15:19 as contrary to Jesus’ own ideals. 
“If we have only hope in Christ in this life we are of all men 
most pitiable.” Also verses thirty-two of the same, “If the dead 
are not raised let us eat and drink for tomorrow we die.” That 
is not my philosophy. Whether we are to be raised or whether 
death ends all, it is still worthwhile to live the Christ life—to 
love God and men, to suffer for others, to serve and sacrifice. If 
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death be the end, then we have lived as sons of God; if death 


be, as I hope, the entrance to a new life, it is well.’ 

“We have noted in a number of instances also a hesitant and 
negative attitude on vital truths, for example, a missionary when 
asked this question: 

“‘Was Jesus Christ a man, unique man, but man only, or 
was he something more than a man?’ writes: 

““T was not prepared to answer with a categorical “yes” or 
no’ for it is one of those questions that cannot be answered in 
that way.’ 

“This same missionary when later questioned before the 
Board is quoted as saying in response to the question as to 
whether or not he believed in the virgin birth: ‘I think not.’ His 
reply when asked if he believed in miracles: ‘I think not.’ When 
asked if he believed in the bodily resurrection, his final answer 
was ‘I think not,’ and when asked if he believed in the inspi- 
ration of the Scriptures he said, ‘I think not.’ 

“Other quotations might be given to illustrate this point. 

“Those who have expressed views such as the above are not 
many compared with the whole number of our missionaries. We 
do not contend that some other members of Baptist churches 
may not give the same answers, but it is our feeling that, 

“First, they do not represent what the great mass of our 
people had or have held on these subjects. 

“Second, that these views can hardly be construed as com- 
ing within the limits set by the Board, itself. 

“Third, these and others somewhat like them indicate a trend 
of thought which if carried to its limit will break down the great 
evangelical convictions at the heart of our missionary enterprise. 

“Fourth, that in addition to the question of our convictions, 
it is also a bad policy to select and retain missionaries who have 
a negative or hesitant message on the great central conceptions 
of our faith. Such a person lacks an essential requisite of a good 
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propagandist for any cause; namely, the gift of putting his mes- 
sage in enthusiastic affirmations based on solid convictions. 

“Again, such a missionary is bound to become a source of 
misunderstanding between workers on the field. 

“Still more, such a person will not draw the loyal and united 
backing of the members of our constituency for our great mis- 
sionary enterprise. 

“That the Board recognizes these facts and is endeavoring 
to exercise greater care is evident. In each of the above cases 
investigation has been inaugurated, and in one case relation- 
ships have been terminated by the acceptance of a resignation.” 


Il. THE COMMISSION WEIGHS THE MERITS OF 

LIFE VERSUS BELIEF 

1. “There has been constant insistence by the Board and its 
secretaries that a missionary should be judged by his life and 
the fruits of his labors, as well as by his beliefs. We recognize 
the perfect justice of this claim, and we have tried in our delib- 
erations to weigh at its full value the evidence of a man’s char- 
acter, spirit, and efficiency. It is only fair, therefore, to say to 
the denomination that about no man on the field have we had 
more uniform testimony as to his ‘Christ-like life’ and efficiency 
of service than about one missionary regarding whose beliefs 
most constant and justified complaint has been made. (Emphasis 
ours—CET)... His outstanding ‘Christ-like life’ coupled with 
a pressing need on the field was undoubtedly the reason for the 
above appointment and probably tended to preclude a very 
careful inquiry into theological views that might have discov- 
ered the things that later appeared and were a surprise to the 
Board itself.” The Commission again reiterated its confidence in 
the majority of the missionaries. It also said, “It is true we have 
found in places evidence of beliefs so extreme that in our judg- 
ment they do not come within the limits laid down by the 
Board. Those holding such beliefs, however, are a small group 
comparatively.” 
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2. The Commission said concerning any objectionable mis- 
sionary: “that any complaint brought by a reputable person, in 
regular form, to the attention of the Board and its secretaries will 
receive perfectly fair consideration, unbiased by differing points 
of view. The responsibility for the creation and maintenance 
of this confidence rests, of course, on the Board and its secre- 
taries.” 3 
3. The Commission admonishes the Board, “We would 
urge a realization of the need for the most careful and judicial 
handling of all cases and the avoidance of even seeming par- 
tiality in word, or act, or attitude that may retard in the slightest 
the encouragement, development and maintenance of this con- 
fidence in their actions, on the part of all groups in our constit- 
uency, and that, in their just desire to protect the missionaries 
they should not seem to defend them to the extent of failing 
to reform any situation which may need correction.” The Com- 
mission also admonished the critics of the Board to be sure of 
their facts in every instance to conserve the time of the Board. 


IV. THE COMMISSION DISCUSSES EDUCATION 
VERSUS EVANGELISM. 

“Many complaints and criticisms have come to our atten- 
tion, based upon the contention that the Foreign Mission Society 
has stressed education out of all proportion to its evangelistic 
endeavors. We have received wide testimony on this subject. It 
is freely admitted that in the last ten years a far larger proportion 
of money and time has been invested in educational develop- 
ment than in preceding years. The explanation is that this has 
been due to the growing demand for trained national leaders. 
That the only way to supply such leadership is through ade- 
quate schools. That in the last ten years there has been insistent 
need for the staffing of the institutions which have been in- 
augurated. The secretaries assure us that from now on the em- 
phasis should naturally be placed more upon the evangelistic 
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work because the pressing needs for the staffing of the institu- 
tions is more nearly completed.” 

The Commission reminded the schools in the homeland of 
their responsibility to produce the right kind of missionaries. 
“It must be borne in mind that in securing trained candidates 
for the foreign field, the Board is largely dependent upon our 
schools here at home.” 


DR. EARLE V. PIERCE REPORTS 
In the Watchman-Examiner of May 21, 1925, just before 
the Seattle Convention, Dr. Pierce reported on the tour of the 
mission fields which he and Mrs. Pierce undertook. They, in 
company with Dr. and Mrs. Curtis Lee Laws, spent five months 
in the foreign mission fields of Asia. 


1. A general statement of commendation: “They are a glor- 
ious company. Coming from imperfect humanity and unglori- 
fied churches it is not fair to expect as some people seem to, that 
they be free from all imperfections. But while it is true that some 
lack the needed spiritual equipment, some appear rather worldly 
minded, some have come out more for the cultural aspect of 
missions than for the deep spiritual conquests, and some are 
inclined to groan over a quite ordinary program—these are a 
very small minority. The great bulk of the missionary force is 
of heroic, hard-working, diligently praying, spiritually-minded 
and highly efficient evangels of the cross. As a class they are the 
cream of the Christian church.” Dr. Pierce recorded many en- 
couraging and praiseworthy things which came under his ob- 
servation. 


2. He did not go as an inquisitor but as an observer. “We 
were not on an inquisitorial tour. Questioning has its place. I 
have a perfect right to ask the man, who is sent out on money 
I have given or raised, just what message he is proclaiming. Let 
that be clearly understood. The right for a man to believe what 
he chooses is one thing; but another element enters in when I 
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am asked to finance the propagation of his beliefs. Nevertheless 
we did not use our right of personal inquiry. 

“But while we were not boring into the doctrinal situation 
certain things cannot be hid. How quickly the light of the true 
faith shines from those who have it. And again how little time 
it often takes to discern the symptoms of rationalism in doctrine 
and policy, both in its positive and in its negative aspects, what 
a man has and what he lacks. Then, too, missionaries who love 
the faith sometimes speak and unburden a grave concern for 
the trend of the teaching and of policy. Some definite facts one 
is bound to run on to, who sees what there is to be seen and who 
hears what there is to be heard.” Dr. Pierce was convinced, 
however, that the majority of the missionaries he met were true 


to the faith. 


3. The poison of modernism. “The poison from home has 
found a place on the foreign field in some measure, and in ways 
that will be disastrous, if not checked. How could it be otherwise 
with colleges and seminaries in America teaching what many 
do, and with our foreign board frankly admitting, as it did in 
Milwaukee, that both conservative and liberal missionaries were 
appointed, because we have churches of both kinds. Proof ap- 
peared of that” (emphasis ours—CET). 

“There is a threefold manifestation of modernism which 
can be found on the mission field: 

(a) The first, which exists to but a slight degree in our Bap- 
tist missions, but is rampant in others, is teaching that is clearly 
contrary to God’s Word. In no mission station which we have 
would this be tolerated in any very open or marked way. 

(b) The second, more evident and more widespread mark of 
modernism is in what is lacking from the message of the grace 
of God. Modernism does not know the gospel of the New Testa- 
ment. How can it equip missionaries? Two missionaries of 
marked success in evangelism told me they were very rational- 
istic when they came from the seminaries to the field, but that 
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they found the Bible and its message while at their work. Some 
have not fully found it. One in evangelism is pretty sure to 
come to a knowledge of the truth, if he stays by soul-saving, It is 
in schools where the danger of the cultural, rather than the re- 
generative, norm of salvation is likely to be found. Modernism 
is a subtle thing. It is a veritable malaria. Sometimes there is a 
marked chill; at other times a feverish condition of false activity; 
but oftener a reduced evangelical vitality that is not so much 
concerned because men are lost, as because they are uneducated 
and uncultured. Modernists think and talk about saving Japan, 
China, and India, and that saving is culture, civilization. None 
of our schools has got to the point of declaring, as has recently 
a famous college of another denomination in China, that the 
work of the church in China is education rather than evangeliza- 
tion. But what does this mean? I preached in Shanghai College 
one Sunday morning to the students. On request of one deeply 
interested in the spiritual welfare of the students I unfolded as 
well as I could the doctrine of grace as distinguishing Chris- 
tianity from every other religion. The next day this man re- 
marked on the close attention I had from the students. He said 
that, had I spoken on saving China, as most of their speakers 
did, they would have gone to sleep or left. Then he added with 
much earnestness, ‘If the gospel as you have given it could be 
presented to the students for a week in Chinese so that they 
could more readily grasp it, there would be a revival in the 
college.’ I replied, “What does it mean after all these years that 
there are not many men who can thus present it?” He dropped 
his head and said, “That's just the question.’ 

“Cc) The third and most conspicuous mark of modernism 
in missions, more evident in some places than in others, is what 
I think to be a false policy. In general this has been called the 
intensive versus the extensive policy. Cease seeking primarily 
to spread the gospel by our own missionaries, and concentrate 
on training the Christians we now have. Get a strong native 
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leadership who will lead the native churches to do their own 
evangelizing. Focus on the great centers, the cities, and on the 
schools in these centers. Put your main dependence not upon 
direct increase of native churches, but upon education. 


“The forwarding of this policy has involved a process of 
cutting evangelism and of building schools. It began with the 
sale to the pedo-baptists of our Central China mission, which 
is now on the way, I am told, to be swallowed up by the Roman 
Catholics. It has continued in every land. One missionary told 
me that in his twenty years of service he had seen nine preaching 
stations-closed. Other missionaries told me the same story. Yet 
the schools have gone on. One professor naively said, ‘You can 
cut off a preaching station; but you cannot drop a course out 
of a school.’ No, not if you are bound by a government contract, 
and your goal is a secular degree. And the policy still reigns. 
‘You must make a vertical cut,’ comes the order from New York 
to the reference committee. That is, cut out some work com- 
pletely, instead of shaving all down on account of the debts. 
One missionary, whom I have known for years and who has 
done good work making his station self-supporting by industrial 
work, except for his salary, came to me in distress and said, ‘I 
am afraid this order may mean the cutting off of my work and 
the closing of my station.’ He is some distance removed from 
the center of things, but is out where he can spread the gospel. 
Yet cutting off and concentrating is what this policy involves. 
And one leader said to me that he was in favor of carrying 
this process very much farther than at present. 


EDUCATION VERSUS EVANGELISM 
“There is one thing more dangerous than a complete untruth 
—which is easily rejected, quickly detected—and that is a half 
truth which is accepted for the whole. We were once deficient 
in the education of our converts This was a great mistake. We 
must teach. those whom we have evangelized the things Christ 
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commanded, the first of which is to go and evangelize, then bap- 
tize and teach the things Christ commanded. This is the end- 
less chain of the great commission. No link must be left out, nor 
must the order be changed. But teaching baptized disciples to 
be fruitful Christians is a far different thing from aiming to 
give heathen as well as Christians a complete secular education, 
and a heathen country an educational system. I believe that we 
have gone beyond our orders, and I am sure that we have made 
entangling alliances with government and with heathen forces 
that have already retarded, and will more seriously retard, the 
progress of Christ’s spiritual kingdom. I remarked several times 
that it seemed to me there was a strong tendency to reverse the 
great commission and make it seem to read, ‘Go and educate 
the heathen; evangelizing some if you have opportunity, and 
baptizing a few, if there is no opposition.’ This never failed to 
call forth emphatic agreement from missionaries who are trou- 
bled over the present trend to major on the schools. 


“The results of this policy, as well as the Bible condemn it. 
It has not worked out as its sponsors hoped. The dominant note 
in both the Shanghai and the Swatow conferences, and to me 
the hopeful note, was the strong protest from the evangelistic 
missionaries, that the schools, which have been getting the chief 
stress in recent years, are neither producing the leaders the 
churches need, nor are they in any satisfactory way making such 
converts among the students that they are willing to work as 
Christians in the native churches. It seems to be one thing to 
join the college church and another to work in the home church. 
Dr. Miao, of Shanghai College, presented some startling figures 
at the conference, on a year’s evangelism in the college. The 
great majority of the students who spend some time in the school 
do not become Christians, and only thirty per cent of those 
converted in the college can be found in the churches after they 
leave school. 
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“The evangelistic opportunities in our schools have been 
played up greatly by the advocates of our present program. It 
is without question great. But when the money invested, the 
workers employed, and the evangelistic results are all taken into 
account it becomes nothing less than ridiculous to speak of the 
schools as an evangelistic opportunity in the same sense that 
heathen villages are. They are our great opportunity. 


“If the schools were giving the churches an adequate supply 
of leaders the case would not be so bad. But they are not. One 
veteran missionary said in conference that the churches in his 
district are not only discouraged, but bitter, because money has 
been withdrawn from them for the sake of the schools, and now 
no preachers are coming to them from the schools. Ashmore 
Theological Seminary at Swatow, which used to give to the 
churches men trained to meet their needs, is closed as an insti- 
tution. Its fine building is filled with students of the academy, 
mostly heathen. I was amazed to find this noble building only 
a tombstone of its former life. I had supposed it was still a sem- 
inary, because it is pictured and advertised in our literature as 
such. In lieu of what it once did there is one course sandwiched 
into the academy. Students for the ministry are thus given a 
little, but are urged to go on through college and a post-graduate 
seminary. This high-brow policy in a low-brow land results in 
this, that when the men are through college most of them want 
to stay in the cities and be teachers, and few indeed are willing 
to go and lift up the churches. We are training too much above 
the heads of the people. A college education is a fine thing for 
every one who can carry it. But where would our Baptist work 
in America be had we depended only on college graduates for 
our pastors? Yet America in pioneer days was never so illiterate 
as the most of the lands we are working.” 


CHAPTER VII 


At Seattle in 1925 An Attempt Was Made to 
Reconcile the Contradiction Between the 
Inclusive Policy and the Evangelical Policy. 
Conservatives, Feeling That the Inclusive 
Statement Weakened the Evangelical 
Statement Endeavored to Make the 
Evangelical Statement More Explicit 


The Convention opened June 30, 1925, in the Masonic 
Temple in Seattle. Rev. Clinton Wunder gave the address on 
the Convention Motto, “Peace on Earth.” Conservative observ- 
ers noted in the papers at that time that Wunder majored on 
the social gospel, and the evangelistic emphasis seemed to be 
lacking. Then Wunder launched into a plea for a non-contro- 
versial Christian fellowship which indicated to many that Wun- 
der was the spearhead of the liberal peace offensive as an offset 
to anticipated fundamentalist’s demands for doctrinal sound- 
ness. He sounded the note that has become so well known, that 
“controversy is bound to retard the church’s progress; that dis- 
cussions of doctrinal differences are almost wicked; and the great 
business of the church is to get on with its program.” A reporter 
said, “One cannot discuss the theology of the sermon, for there 
wasn't any theology in it.” A stormy question was settled when 
the Convention voted to seat the delegates from the Fosdick 
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Church (Riverside Church) over the protests of the fundamen- 
talists, who objected to its extreme modernistic position and its 
practice of open membership. 

The Report of the Committee on Affairs of the American 
Baptist Foreign Mission Society (previously published) was 
heard. The Report, signed by liberals and conservatives, con- 
firmed the existence of modernism on the foreign fields and sub- 
stantiated many of the criticisms made by fundamentalists. It 
was also a well-merited rebuke to former committees which had 
maintained stoutly that nothing was wrong on the mission fields 
and that the fears of the orthodox were groundless. ‘This report 
was adopted without discussion, after which Dr. W. B. Hinson 
of Portland, Oregon, with Dr. W. B. Riley of Minneapelis as 


a second, made the following resolution: 


THE HINSON RESOLUTION 

“WHEREAS, The report of our Committee appointed a 
year ago to investigate the work on our foreign fields reveals 
both a careful and extensive survey of the same; And, 

“WHEREAS, According to its report there are at present 
upon some of the stations men and women who do not hold 
to the fundamentals of the Christian faith as historically inter- 
preted by Baptists; And, 

“WHEREAS, The Northern Baptist Convention in its ses- 
sion in Indianapolis adopted the New Testament as our basis 
of faith; And, 

“WHEREAS, The New Testament clearly teaches the Di-- 
vine and direct creation of man in the image of God, the Super- 
natural inspiration of the Scriptures of both the Old and New 
Testaments, the certain Deity of Jesus Christ, involving His 
virgin birth, His sinless life, His sacrificial death, His bodily 
resurrection, and ascension to the right hand of God, and His 


return; And, | 
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“WHEREAS, The same Scriptures clearly declare the neces- 


_ Sity of the sinful soul’s regeneration in order to receive redemp- 
tion; the baptism of believers as a condition of Church member- 
ship; and involves for all the saved a commission to preach the 
Gospel, baptize into the name of the Lord Jesus, and teach the 
observance of all things which He has commanded; 

“THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That this Conven- 
tion record its keen appreciation of the work of this Commission; 
its exceeding great pleasure that the Commission can report a 
vast majority of our missionaries loyal to the faith once for all 
delivered; and its profound conviction that in the interest of 
peace in our own body and the progress of our case on foreign 
fields, and the honor of our Christ who is the very God of very 
God, our Foreign Mission Boards are hereby instructed to recall 
immediately every representative, whether in evangelistic or 
educational work, who is found on investigation to deny any 
of the great fundamentals of our faith afore-mentioned, includ- 
ing especially those appointees found by the Commission’s in- 
vestigation to be out of harmony with this faith; and as speedily 
as possible to fill the places thus vacated with equally competent 
men and women whose evangelical faith and fervor cannot be 
questioned; And, 

“BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That it is the conviction 
of this Convention that no man or woman should accept a place 
on our Mission Boards who cannot, with whole heart, believe 
and advocate the historic Baptist and evangelical faith.” 


1. Dr. Hinson, supporting his resolution commended the 
Report of the special investigating committee, advocating a wide 
circulation of its report for the purpose of discussion. He made 
a great plea for fidelity to the fundamental doctrines of the 
Baptist faith. Conservative reporters said his speech was greeted 
by thunderous applause; and it was evident that the Convention 
was profoundly moved. 


2. Dr. W. B. Riley followed Dr. Hinson and indicated his 
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belief that the most effective implementation of the report would 
be the adoption of the resolution proposed by Dr. Hinson. He 
indicated that tens of thousands of Baptists are waiting for assur- 
ance that their Board would not send out any more missionaries 
who were unsound in the faith, and that all missionaries stand 
openly and without reservations for the great doctrines of the 
New Testament faith. Dr. Riley’s speech splendidly reinforced 
Dr. Hinson and it was apparent to conservative observers that 
the people had been moved to decisive action. 


3. The response of the opposition was a series of delaying 
tactics to gain time. Dr. C. Wallace Petty, a well-known liberal 
who moved that debate at Indianapolis on the New Hampshire 
Confession be limited to eight minutes was on hand again. He 
moved that the resolution be referred to the Resolutions Com- 
mittee. When this was put to a vote, it was defeated by a roar 
of noes, which indicated the interest of the people. 

Then Dr. Watson, a Convention secretary, moved that the 
resolution be printed and considered at a later time. This was 
seconded and discussed and so voted. While the conservatives 
felt that the motive was political rather than a desire to have 
the people informed, yet it was impossible to oppose such a 
motion. 

4. The opposition expresses itself. When the appointed time 
arrived to consider the Hinson Resolution the hall was packed 
to capacity. Dr. Riley moved that the vote be taken directly and 
not by states. President Milliken ruled the motion out of order. 

The objections of the liberals seemed to be centered on para- 
graphs four and five (the doctrinal sections). A number of 
speakers referred to these paragraphs as intolerable yokes. One 
missionary said that 49 out of 50 missionaries would resign rather 
than subscribe to it. Dr. Beaven, chairman of the Special Inves- 
tigating committee, and liberal president of Rochester Seminary, 
and Dr. Evans, of the First Church, Kansas City, Mo., were 
among those who objected to these paragraphs. Dr. Wunder 
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who had given the non-theological, social gospel keynote ad- 
dress opposed the resolution and again brought out the time 
worn plea for “peace.” He said he required no confession of faith 
from the missionaries; the fact that they were willing to go 
was a sufficient guarantee of their spirituality. Another mission- 
ary, from the Belgian Congo, said the missionaries on that field 
would sign a confession of faith gladly. Dr. J. Whitcomb 
Brougher supported the Hinson resolution, on the ground that 
after seating delegates from the Fosdick church we needed some 
kind of a resolution to indicate to the world that we were still 
Baptists (Searchlight Report, July 10, 1925). 

5. The liberals proposed an amendment. Rev. Robert B. 
Meigs of Quincy, Illinois proposed an amendment which in- 
volved the striking out of everything after the third paragraph, 
and the substitution of the following words: “Be it resolved, that 
we urge upon our Foreign Mission Board, in the light of the 
facts reported by the Commission, such action as seems best to 
them will best conserve our denominational interests and best 
serve the Kingdom of God.” 

“Mr. Meigs declared himself a fundamentalist in connection 
with this fine service to the liberal cause. The amendment was 
voted by a majority of 168—the vote being 742 to 574. Thus the 
Northern Baptist Convention rejected the simplest confession 
of faith that could be presented; it rejected the only possible 
solution for the foreign mission controversy; and it returned the 
whole matter to the board whose attempt to whitewash its activi- 
ties by falsified and vague statements had been discredited by a 
coalition committee of liberals and conservatives. The sentiment 
of the great bulk of the conservatives was expressed that evening 
when a great crowd of Bible-loving Baptists met to consider the 
formation of a new foreign mission society under the auspices of 
the Baptist Bible Union. It was also evident that the liberals 
were well satisfied with the inclusive-evangelical policy which 
serves their cause so efficiently. 


CHAPTER VII 


Dr. Anderson Reports the Results of the 
Seattle Convention in Washington 1926 
(W atchman-Examiner July 8, 1926) 


“At Seattle, after the report of the investigating commission 
had been unanimously adopted and a statement had been made 
by our board through its representatives that ‘we gladly wel- 
comed the constructive criticisms of the report,’ and that ‘with 
justice to all parties we should carry these matters to a conclu- 
sion, the Convention urged upon our board such action, in 
the light of the facts reported by the Commission, as seems to 
them will best conserve our denominational interests and best 
advance the kingdom of Christ.’ Your board thereupon promptly 
incorporated in its procedure all the recommendations of the 
report of the investigating commission. 

“At our September meeting the board received a brief final 
supplementary communication from the Commission, advising 
us to investigate the cases of eight missionaries, without imply- 
ing that all of them were actually unsound. A committee of 
seven members of the Board was immediately appointed to look 
into these cases, and they have labored diligently at their dis- 
agreeable task. 

“The results to date are as follows: Two of these eight mis- 
sionaries had resigned before we received the final communica- 
tion from the investigating commission. In the remaining two 
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cases, we called the missionaries home for further conference. 
The first presented a statement, which the Board considered 
unsatisfactory, but at his request, since he had never had a theo- 
logical course, the board permitted him to spend a year at a 
theological seminary (Newton) where he still is, with the under- 
standing that we would review the whole case again at the close 
of the school year. 

“In the other instance, the board requested and received the 
resignation of the missionary, because in the judgment of the 
board he does not and cannot preach and teach the blessed im- 
mortality of those who are led by the Spirit of God, and because 
the board considers such teaching an essential part of the Chris- 
tian message, which its missionaries are sent forth to proclaim. 

“We have also sent a letter to all our missionaries informing 
them of the assurances given to the denomination at Seattle to- 
gether with our statement of our evangelical position. In this 
letter we expressed to them our confidence that we could depend 
on them to fulfill these assurances, saying ‘that the denomina- 
tion has a right to expect that we will place large emphasis on 
the great evangelical truths which our denomination has always 
held.’ 

“For the third time we wish to say to the Society that youn 
board considers itself the servant of the whole denomination, 
and that it will appoint and retain, as missionaries, representa- 
tives of any of the groups which make up the denomination, pro- 
vided they have the qualifications necessary for missionary work 
and provided—and this is essential—that they are evangelical. 
What we mean by an evangelical is one who believes in the 
gospel, and what we mean by the gospel we have broadcast 
through the country. 

“In other words, we stand, as we said in Milwaukee, for an 
inclusive policy within the limits of the gospel. Within the 
limits of the gospel, mind you. Nothing could be more unfair— 
sometimes it has been wilfully unfair—than to charge us with an 
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inclusive policy without limits, when we have distinctly stated 
that it is within the limits of the gospel. 

“We feel it, however, incumbent on us to say to the denom- 
ination that we do not consider our statement of the gospel a 
creed but rather the view of the brethren to whom you have com- 
mitted the administration of your foreign work. The interpreta- 
tions of Scriptures are ever changing and there are many diverse 
interpretations in our constituency. Indeed, it is doubtful wheth- 
er any two of us exactly agree. Under these circumstances the 
only instrument, by which the limits of liberty can be deter- 
mined fairly and wisely in the particular cases which arise, is 
the living voice of the denomination uttering itself continually 
through ever changing executive boards and officers, freely 
elected by the denomination in the most democratic manner, 
guided by the Scriptures and led by the Spirit of Christ. 

“As knowledge widens, spirituality deepens, the problems 
change, a changing board will not feel bound by what we may 
have said, but will be free to have and perhaps publish, as we 
have done, their statement. But this which we have given is ours. 

“We say frankly to the Society that we shall not harry our 
missionaries with any general inquisition into their opinions. 
The Board has never done this in the past, and it is so un-Bap- 
tistic that we cannot conceive that any future board would bring 
itself to do it. On the other hand, whenever in our correspond- 
ence or intercourse with a missionary, we become convinced 
that he has seriously departed from the truth of the gospel or 
the Spirit of Christ, we will deal with him. At the same time, 
we renew the pledge which we have repeatedly made that when- 
ever important charges of any kind are made against any mis- 
sionary or officer of the Society in writing over the signature of 
responsible parties, we shall investigate them thoroughly. We 
wish, however, to add that they must be more than hearsay.” 

The Board has completed the circle. It is now back to 1923. 
But Seattle has proved that the evangelical policy did not neces- 
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sarily require belief in the fundamental doctrines of the Chris- 
tian faith. The guilty Board composed of both liberals and 


conservatives will now guard the faith! 


SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES 
THE FOREIGN BOARD AND THE FIELDER CASE 

The present Board will never live long enough to convince 
a Baptist who thinks twice in the same place that they are not 
guilty of permitting missionaries to teach Modernism when the 
facts of the Fielder Case are known. Mr. Fielder was a mission- 
ary in Assam. While there he wrote a long confession of his 
faith, and sent it to the Board in New York. We have the entire 
article in our possession and it is before us as we write. Here 
are a few quotations from the same: 

“Jesus definitely disclaims any intention of placing Himself 
on a level with God the Father.” 

“But the unique element of Jesus’ nature does not lie in His 
being the ‘only begotten’ Son of God. He is not that, by His 
own teaching. Rather, He is the only perfect one among the 
countless millions of sons of God who have been born into our 
heavenly Father's home.” 

“In all our life one fact we must keep uppermost in our 
minds—we are the children of God, and in using this term I do 
not mean it in the special sense in which it is sometimes used, 
as meaning those who have come to recognize their relationship 
to God through Jesus. I mean that every human being, no mat- 
ter what his condition, is inalienably a child of God.” 

“The account of the creation given in Genesis is wonderful, 
and I have great reverence for an explanation which has been 
so satisfying for thousands of years. Without the new knowledge 
of our growth which God has blessed us with in these recent 
years, I do not see how a finer explanation of our creation and of 
our unhappy condition under sin could have been made than 
that. But now that we have the theory of evolution, attested by 
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so much convincing evidence, I believe we have an explanation 
ever so much more satisfying and joyous, since it clearly sets 
forth God and us in our true relationship, the relationship of an 
unfailing and perfectly loving Father and His growing children, 
the perfectly norma] relationship of a growing family. I rejoice 
in this added and detailed evidence of the relationship to God 
which Jesus teaches us we hold.” 

“T rejoice also in another great blessing which the knowledge 
of evolution has brought. It has released us from two dreadful 
ideas that have been hanging like a dark cloud over us through 
all these years. By it we know that at the time when we become 
conscious of good and evil we could not, in the nature of things, 
have refrained long from doing things that were wrong. It was 
not in us. So we did not deliberately set ourselves in opposition 
to the will of God when we should and could have avoided sin. 
There never was a time in those early days when we could have 
remained free from sin for any considerable period. Ought not 
our hearts sing with joy to know at last that we are not the cul- 
prits that we have been made out to be but that we have been 
doing only what people in their spiritual infancy might have 
been expected to do? God does not hold that against us.” 

“That brings us to the other idea from which we may rejoice 
to be free, that God, upon the commission of our first sin, drove 
us out in wrath from the garden of good things under a curse 
Cof having to earn our bread by the sweat of our brow.) To my 
mind, an age-long misrepresentation of the spirit of our God 
now has been done away with, and we can see clearly what the 
statement in Genesis has heretofore prevented us from seeing, 
that He never at any time has ceased loving us and providing 
blessings for us and caring for us in every way, as a faithful 
father always does for his children.” 

“When we see ourselves in our true position as the growing, 
erring children of God, is it not clear that such a thing as an 
atonement, a making gocd, for us by another could not possibly 
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be acceptable to our Father, or even considered by Him? Surely, 
even in earthly families, no real father looks for an atonement 
for the wrong-doing of his children. He understands their short- 
comings and puts up with them, knowing that in time these 
children will show that they are true children of their father. 
He would take the deepest pride in an elder son who gave up 
all to save his brothers. But he would neither demand nor accept 
the gift of his life in recompense for their shortcomings. That 
is not in harmony with loving fatherliness. A father is not look- 
ing for recompenses, he is looking for right living in his children. 
Seeing that we are a family together, not only is it not derogatory 
of God and Jesus to abandon the idea of the atonement, but 
it is testifying to the perfect quality of God's fatherliness. Once 
the idea that we were born mature is shown to be not true and 
the fact of God’s perfect fatherly love is established, the idea 
of the atonement immediately loses all its force. Vicarious sacri- 
fice remains, but the atonement cannot. It remains for us indi- 
vidually to make all atonement we can for our past sins by living 
the kind of life our Father yearns for.” 

“After His experience of exaltation at the time of His bap- 
tism, when He was convinced beyond doubt that it was He who 
was the Messiah, comes the inevitable period of depression, from 
which even He was not free, when He questions whether after 
all He is the Son of God.” 

“There is no man, no matter how vile, without some solid 
good, some of the stuff of God, in him. There is some invitation 
of God to which he will respond, although he may have to hear 
it in the next world. God will never turn His back upon His 
children, ‘neither in this world; neither in the world to come.’” 

“Neither are the life and death of Jesus necessary to bring 
men who do not know of Jesus into a relationship with God 
which He will honour and reward.” 

In spite of the awful character of the above statements of 
Mr. Fielder, it was a little over a year before he was examined 
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by a committee of the Foreign Mission Board. ‘The result of that 
examination is seen in their report of the Board as a whole. 
The report is as follows: 

“The committee on the case of C. G. Fielder, through its 
Chairman, A. C. Baldwin, introduced missionary C. G. Fielder, 
who addressed the Board regarding his work in Assam and in 
particular his service among students at Cotton College, calling 
particular attention to the evangelistic opportunity which this 
service presented. At the conclusion of his address the commit- 
tee presented the following report, which was adopted unani- 
mously: 

“To the Board of Managers of the American Baptist Foreign 
Mission Society. 

“Your committee, appointed to meet Mr. Cecil G. Fielder 
and inquire into his theological views and message as a mission- 
ary, desires to make the following report: 

“First: Your committee are agreed that in Mr. Fielder’s theo- 
logical statement are declarations which are open to question 
and which standing alone would make it impossible to return 
him to the work in Assam. 

“Second: Your committee faces the fact that in his work 
Brother Fielder has been signally blessed of God (Does God 
bless apostasyP—CET ). The testimony of many of his fellow mis- 
sionaries and of Dr. Witter, his predecessor in the work at Cot- 
ton College, speak in such high terms of his Christ-like char- 
acter, his zeal and usefulness, his success in a position requiring 
peculiar qualities of spiritual equipment, that we feel he has 
been used of God to a marked degree. (Does God use apostates 
to win soulsPp—CET ) 

“Nevertheless the limitations of his theological statements 
are real in the judgment of your committee and the criticisms 
which his statement has aroused cannot be ignored. 

“In view of the fact, therefore, that Mr. Fielder has never 
had a course of theological study, we would recommend that 
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the Board grant Mr. Fielder’s request for a year of study at 
Newton Theological Institution, and that the question of his 
return to the Assam be made a special order at some meeting of 
the Board in 1926”. 

ARTHUR C. BALDWIN, 

W. S. ABERNETHY, 

THOMAS H. STACY. 
“On behalf of the Board of Managers, New York, New York, 

June 10th, 1925 ~ 
(Sgd.) J. C. Robbins 
Foreign Secretary.” 

The Committee says that Mr. Fielder’s theological statement 
is open to question; and that if it were to stand alone, his return 
to Assam would be impossible. Following that is a bit of charac- 
ter testimony. How in the name of common sense a man can 
possess peculiar qualities of spiritual equipment, and can be 
used of God to a marked degree, when holding a theological 
position which the report itself admits is practically a negation 
of everything for which Baptists stand, surely only a white- 
washing committee could discover! 

Mr. Fielder pursued his course at Newton and then applied 
for ordination. He was ordained with thirteen voting against 
him. After his ordination the Board published a statement in 
“The Baptist’ (Chicago) issue of October 16, 1926, in which 
they say that Mr. Fielder had “considerably changed the views 
expressed in the original paper prepared by him in Assam.” ‘The 
Board then goes on to paraphrase Mr. Fielder’s new views, and 
then in closing dismisses all charges against him in the following 
language: 

“Hearing this confession of faith and being convinced of 
Mr. Fielder’s sincerity, his exceptional devotion to Christ, and 
his sympathetic love for all his fellow men, we felt impelled 
by the Spirit to dismiss the theological charges against him, 
leaving the question of his future service to later consideration.” 
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Desiring to know exactly what Mr. Fielder said in his own 
_words, I wrote him for a copy of his last statement which he, of 
course, refused to produce, but did write a long letter, parts of 
which I now quote. Referring to the Board’s published summary 
of his new and “considerably changed” views he says: 

“T should be amazed if anyone who really knew anything 
about me considered that this summary indicated any radical 
change of view on my part.” ) 

In justification of his presence on the field he says: “This 
has been my basic contention from the beginning, that I rep- 
resent in general a goodly part of our denomination, and that 
if such were the case I could serve our denomination as a 
missionary in all good conscience.” 

“So I take my stand squarely on my rights as a Baptist. 
Never at any time have I believed, or taught anything which 
it was not thoroughly proper for a Baptist to believe and teach. 
Many thousands of Baptists now holding positions of honour 
in our churches hold essentially the same views, I am sure. My 
contention that I represent in general a goodly part of our 
denomination has been abundantly proved. The statement I 
wrote in Assam has been read by many Baptists, persons of 
maturity and experience, mostly conservative in thinking, and, 
together with a fair presentation of the whole situation, has 
gained their whole-souled expressions of confidence in my fit- 
ness and right to serve as a missionary of our denomination. 
Persons high in the councils of our denomination have read 
it, without my having brought it to their attention, and later 
have voluntarily told me of their approval. One leading member 
of our denomination told me that he could not but be in favor 
of my return to Assam, since my point of view so closely par- 
alleled his own.” 

As to any real change of views, Mr. Fielder says of his last 
statement: “I used the accepted theological terminology and 
treated some of the subjects more fully. But as I told the com- 
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mittee of the Board that waited on me, I felt that the consider- 
able change mentioned in the Board’s statement was rather by 
way of amplification and greater adequacy of statement than 
any radical departure from the general point of view which I 
had held before.” 

Mr. Fielder candidly admits that he changed the rough 
verbal dress which he used in his Assam statement for the 
more pleasing attire of “accepted theological terminology,” but 
also frankly admits that this was the sole extent of his “con- 
siderably changed views” and, futhermore, that he told the 
Board so. Notwithstanding this they dismiss all charges and, 
I am convinced, had we not exposed the whole miserable affair 
they would have returned him to the field. 

(Facts for Baptists to Face by R. T. Ketcham, D. D.) 


THE FOREIGN BOARD AND THE RANDLE CASE 

For some time prior to the Milwaukee convention, reports 
had been current that Missionary Randle of Suifu, China, was 
unsound. The reports declared he had refused to accept the 
deity of Christ. At the Milwaukee convention, Dr. W. B. Riley 
was exposing this matter, when suddenly Dr. Franklin, then 
Foreign Secretary of the Board, now President of the Northern 
Baptist Convention, arose and flourished a letter, stating: 

“God Almighty answered Dr. Riley by mail this morning.” 
He then proceeded to read a letter from some missionary friends 
of Randle disproving the whole charge. Dr. Riley retired amid 
the hoots and jeers of the Modernist crowd. Immediately upon 
the conclusion of that session the pastor of the church from 
which Mr. Randle went to the field, came to us and stated that 
he had refused to participate in Randle’s ordination because of 
just such statements before ever he went to the field. We now 
know that at the moment Dr, Franklin was reading from the 
letter before the Convention he had in his possession a letter 
from Randle himself addressed to the Board of Managers in 
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which he admits the whole charge in the following language: 
“I am also accused of being unwilling to answer in the 
affirmative the question, ‘Do you believe that Christ is God?’ 
This was a prayer meeting which I was leading and not a class 
in theology. Nor was it quite the proper time or place to cate- 
chize the leader because he had not expressed his faith in the 
phraseology which certain individuals were accustomed to use. 
However, to be perfectly fair to all parties concerned, I must 
say that I do not wish to ascribe to Jesus any higher position 
than that which He claimed for himself. He did not claim to 
be God, but he did say that he was the Son of God. I was not 
asked as to my faith in the divinity of Jesus, the deity of Jesus, 
or His place in the Trinity. I was asked to answer categorically 
whether Jesus was God. Passages like the following make an 
affirmative answer to that question rather difficult. 1 Tim. 2:15; 
Matt. 27:46; Jno. 23:46; Col. 3:1; Luke 9:48; Matt. 3:17; 

19:17; Luke 10:22.” 
(Facts for Baptists to Face by R. T. Ketcham, D. D.) 


THE FOREIGN BOARD AND MISS MARIAN BURNHAM 

Miss Burnham appeared on the platform of the Northern 
Baptist Convention at Detroit as an outgoing missionary to 
India. Just before that, her home church in Elmira, N. Y., on 
Sunday morning had publicly commissioned her, and Mr. Alden 
of the Board of Missionary Cooperation was present and deliv- 
ered the message. Miss Burnham had been before the Board 
in New York, was examined and accepted, and was sent to the 
field, and this year(1936) is home on her first furlough. 

The “Elmira Star Gazette” carried prominent news items 
concerning the public service in honor of Miss Burnham. Turn 
to the society notes of the same issue of the “Elmira Star Gazette” 
I quote: “The office employees of the Frostilla Company enter- 
tained Saturday evening at Elizabeth Inn with a dinner com- 
plimenting Miss Marian Burnham of Lower Maple Avenue, 
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who is making preparations to become a missionary in India. 
Bridge and five hundred followed. High scores for bridge were 
secured by Miss Frances Custy and Miss Helen Jenkins. Five 
hundred favors were won by Miss Marian Burnham and Mrs. 
Marian Longstreet.” After that date, there were still several 
other social notes announcing the fact that Miss Burnham 
had proven herself to be no novice in the art of winning at 
five hundred! 

This young lady comes from the card table with her high 
score record on Saturday night, to the pulpit of the Baptist 
church on Sunday morning, where she is commissioned to 
go to India as an “evangelical” under the “inclusive policy.” 
From the pulpit she goes to the Convention platform at Detroit 
and from there back to her home city to engage in a merry round 
of card parties, etc., from whence she departs to the mission 
field. Who, in this case, should have acted as denominational 
policeman to keep the Board from appointing such a missionary? 


(Facts for Baptists to Face by R. T. Ketcham, D. D.) 


THE SEAGRAVES CASE 

At the Indianapolis Convention (1922) Dr. Gordon Sea- 
graves was introduced as a new missionary(medical) to Burma. 
Through the years he was held up by the Convention leadership 
as a great missionary. They published his early books and 
made them required reading in mission circles. When the 
Burma Surgeon was published in 1943 it was widely recom- 
mended by the Convention press and mission circles were again 
encouraged to read it. ‘The American Baptist Publication Society 
stocked and promoted it vigorously. In 1946 the second book 
appeared, “The Burma Surgeon Returns.” Again it was widely 
recommended by the Convention leadership. In spite of its 
shocking statements, Dr. Seagraves was not disciplined or dis- 
_ missed. He left the service of the Foreign Board with their 
regrets. We list below some of the statements in these books that 
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throw considerable light of what the Board calls its “evan- 
gelical policy.” Was Dr. Seagraves an evangelical? 


A RELIGIOUS INTERPRETATION OF “CUSSING” 


“Tiny is quite annoyed at the way I operate. She says that 
all through my operations I am either praying out loud, singing, 
or swearing. She is wrong. They are all three just my peculiar 
way of praying.” Burma Surgeon page 31. 

“I began to be profane.” Burma Surgeon page 50. 

“As a missionary I was a most unorthodox pain in the neck.” 
Burma Surgeon page 58. 

“Had to swear at those nurses today.” Burma Surgeon page 
193. 1943. 

“Had a hell of a time catching up with the others.” Burma 
Surgeon 239. 

“This afternoon I had to cuss him and order him to stay 
out.” Burma Surgeon page 251. 

“I had the advantage of him, for I could cuss him roundly 
in Burmese and Shan, and make a good effort of it in Chinese, 
without his even knowing I was cussing.” Burma Surgeon 
page 253. 

After three hours of cussing.” Burma Surgeon page 253. 

“God damn. God damn. God damn! Breathless, fervent, 
a real prayer.” Burma Surgeon page 253. 

“So I sat and cussed and cussed and cussed.” Burma Sur- 
geon Returns page 75. 

“Letters began to come from good Baptists back home in 
America who were very shocked that a few cusswords had been 
reported in my book, Burma Surgeon. It seems to me that 
swearing is sometimes a very excellent safety valve and keeps 
one sane and on the job. At other times it amounts to a prayer 
and I am convinced God recognizes my oaths as such. If one 
couldn’t see God in that story of mine he wouldn’t believe me 
if I'd protested on every page. Somehow it never seemed to me 
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that a man proved his real Christianity just by proclaiming it 
to the world in a loud voice. 

“Old ‘Dad’ Harris of the Karen Mission, the last of the 
great missionaries in Burma, stood up for me, backing me up 
with the Bible. ‘If anyone gets after Gordon for those swear 
words in the book’ he said, ‘he should refer him to Galatians. 


Saint Paul did plenty of swearing in Galatians’.” Burma Sur- 
geon Returns pages 121-122. 


THE IRREFUTABLE LOGIC OF THE INCLUSIVE POLICY 

The Baptist Bulletin (May 1946) has an editorial written 
by Dr. H. O. Van Gilder entitled, “The Irrefutable Logic of 
the Inclusive Policy” in which the Regular Baptist editor insists 
that the inclusive policy as practiced by the American Baptist 
Foreign Mission Society is a logical policy in that the Conven- 
tion is composed of modernists, middle-of-the-roaders and 
fundamentalists, and therefore they are entitled to their repre- 
sentatives on the foreign field. This logic is unassailable even 
though the Inclusive policy is unscriptural. Dr. Van Gilder 
agrees with Dr. Anderson that the Convention must abandon 
inclusiveness before it can require its societies to do so. This it 
will never do. 


CHAPTER IX 


Troubled Waters. 1926-1943 


The Washington Convention (1926) was agitated over the 
question of open membership, and the Riverside (Fosdick) 
Church in New York. The Convention adopted a standing 
resolution which requires all delegates from open membership 
churches to be immersed persons, a resolution which has never 
been enforced. This was a liberal victory. 

In 1927 the Association of Baptists for World Evangelism 
came into being through the efforts of Mrs. Lucy Peabody, 
long prominent in Convention circles. Charges of modernism 
in the Philippines field were freely made. This Society, brought 
into existence by the doctrinal struggle, has now become a 
flourishing society, with no connection whatever with the 
Convention. 

In 1933 the Washington Convention created a Commission 
of Fifteen out of whose work came the General Council and 
the Council on Finance and Promotion with their enormous 
legal and political powers. 

In 1933 the liberal book, Rethinking Missions, was pub- 
lished. The book was the result of a survey of work in India, 
China, and Japan made in 1931-32 by the Commission of 
Appraisal of the Laymen’s Foreign Missions Inquiry. This 
report because of its ultra-modernistic emphasis was roundly 
condemned by fundamentalists of all denominations. The 
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ABFMS did not fully endorse it, disagreeing with some of its 
conclusions, but many fundamentalists felt that they handled 
the matter too cautiously, not wishing to offend the liberals. 

At the Colorado Springs Convention (1935) the funda- 
mentalists were up in arms over the Social Action Report which 
Dr. W. B. Riley characterized as “Bloodless but Red.” The 
members of this committee were C. L. Seasholes, J. H. Franklin, 
N. L. Tibbets, E. A. Fridell, W. E. Saunders, C. T. Goodsell, 
K. F. Mather, Mrs. C. W. Kemper, Mrs. A. R. Petty. ‘The 
“victory” won by the fundamentalists was an empty one. 

The optimism of the Convention fundamentalists concern- 
ing the missionary situation is expressed in a sentence quoted 
in the Baptist Bulletin (4-1941). R. T. Ketcham says, editor- 
ially, “In a personal letter to this editor in 1938 Dr. Pierce 
said that anyone who claimed the Foreign Board was sending 
out modernist missionaries to the field was either ‘ignorant’ or 
‘mendacious’.” 

In 1939 the Los Angeles Convention voted to accept the 
invitation to become a member of the World Council of 
Churches, without serious opposition. 

In 1941 fundamentalists were still optimistic and believed 
that they had made more progress than subsequent events 
proved. The Baptist Bulletin (9-1943) speaking editorially, 
said, “In 1941 Dr. Bradbury wrote a letter to an eastern pastor 
in which he says, ‘Under the circumstances it would not be 
wise for us openly to boast for there is no sense in stirring up 
the enemy, but to give you some idea of what has been accom- 
plished, we have gained control of the Foreign Mission Board; 
have an approximate control of the Home Mission Boards; 
have reformed the Publication Society; have built up three of 
our largest seminaries and training schools in Eastern, Northern, 
and Gordon, besides establishing Western and strengthening 
Central; ... . by our attacks have reduced Rochester, Crozer and 
Chicago University Schools to a mere nominal status; obtained 


102 -. THE FOREIGN MISSIONS CONTROVERSY 


fundamentalist representation on all Boards and Committees 
of the Convention and placed an increasing number of funda- 
mentalists in State Secretary and other secretarial positions. As 
a corporate ministry the fundamentalist movement in the North- 
ern Baptist Convention has brought about tremendous 
changes and has justified the purpose of those who stay within 
the ranks to fight the battle through to a finish.” This view- 
point was shared by many fundamentalists of that period. 
The Fundamentalist Fellowship, organized in 1920 to 
oppose modernism in the Convention, held its meetings year 
after year. The Baptist Bible Union passed out of existence. 
The General Association of Regular Baptist was organized 
(1932) and has since grown to an organization of over 500 
churches (1949) most of them former Convention churches. 
Dissatisfaction with the ABFMS expressed itself chiefly by the 
designation of mission monies to those missionaries considered 
sound and by the steady increase of Baptist money going to 
independent faith missions. Churches steadily withdrew from 
the Convention, a fact which the denominational press seldom 
mentioned. Fundamentalists placed their hopes for ultimate 
victory in the graduates of conservative seminaries which 
steadily attracted more and more students. Liberalism steadily 
advanced, organizational powers were vastly increased, churches 
became less independent, the strengthening of the pension 
system weakened the independence of the pastors, particularly 
the older men. The conservative seminaries, attempting to be 
loyal to the Scriptures and an inclusivist Convention were 
involved in compromises which were to pave the way for their 
present compromises with modernism. Fundamentalists within 
the Convention felt that it was a virtue to stay in the Con- 
vention and looked with disapproval upon those who had 
withdrawn for conscientious reasons. The storm which shook 
the Convention and the fundamentalists movement was brew- 
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ing and the events of 1943 would bring it to revolutionary 
proportions. 
NOTE 
ASSOCIATION OF BAPTISTS FOR WORLD EVANGELISM 
ORGANIZED IN 1927 

The Message, (4-1949), the official organ of the Association 
of Baptists for World Evangelism, commenting on the death of 
its founder and first president, outlines the circumstances that 
gave birth to this society, which was formed as a protest against 
the policies of the American Baptist Foreign Mission Society. 
It says: 

The name of Lucy Peabody stands out like a beacon light 
on the pages of Baptist history for the last generation. It is 
linked with that of Helen Barrett Montgomery and Marguerite 
T. Doane among those “choice women” in Baptist ranks who 
have accomplished great things for the cause of Christ around 
the world. At one time or another up to the historic separation 
from the Northern Baptist Convention over Modernism in the 
Philippines which resulted in the formation of the Association 
of Baptists in 1927, Mrs. Peabody had held innumerable offices 
on various boards and agencies of the Convention, including 
several posts on the Womans American Baptist Foreign Mis- 
sion Society. 

In her younger days Mrs. Peabody served as a missionary 
for a number of years among the Telugus of India, and this 
field always lay close to her heart. She was actively associated 
in later years with Dr. Ida Scudder in the Women’s Christian 
Medical College work. She was a member of the Board of 
Trustees of the Society for Foreign Mission Welfare of Vent- 
nor, N. J., founded by Mrs. George W. Doane for the benefit 
of missionaries in need of rest. The record of her achievements 
is too long to be listed but it is outstanding. 

From our standpoint, however, her most notable achieve- 
ment was her courageous fight against the inroads of modernism 
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and apostasy within the ranks of the Northern Baptist Con- 
vention. She believed the Book with all her heart and stood 
valiantly for the fundamentals of “the faith once for all 
delivered to the saints.” She refused to be a party to the “In- 
clusive Policy” which was officially adopted by the Northern 
Baptist Convention in order to include shades of belief and 
unbelief within its fellowship. Specifically she took up the 
battle against the operation of this inclusive policy in the 
Philippine Island mission field where her son-in-law and 
daughter, Dr. and Mrs. R. C. Thomas were laboring under 
increasingly intolerable conditions. 

When the Foreign Board of the Convention imposed 
restrictions upon Dr. Thomas’ evangelistic activities in favor 
of a purely medical work in the Baptist Hospital at Iloilo, and 
gave other evidences of favoring the more liberal and modern- 
istic program of the younger missionaries, Mrs. Peabody took 
the issue to the floor of the Northern Baptist Convention and 
led in a plea for a thorough-study of the actual situation in 
the Philippine field. Failing to accomplish this objective, and 
with an indomitable spirit of loyalty to her Lord and His word, 
Mrs. Peabody took her historic “walk” and resigned from every 
office within the Convention, and gave the full weight of her 
support, along with others, to the courageous little group of 
missionaries in the Philippines who resigned over these same 
issues. That summer, in August of 1927, on the porch of the 
summer cottage of Mrs. George W. Doane at Watch Hill, 
Rhode Island, “An Adventure of Faith in the Philippines” was 
launched and a new Independent Baptist Faith mission was 
formed, later incorporated under the name “Association of 
Baptists for Evangelism in the Orient.” Mrs. Peabody was 
elected President and served for seven years in that capacity. 
Later the name was changed to “Association of Baptists for 


World Evangelism.” 


CHAPTER X 


The Great Storm: The Organization of the 
Conservative Baptist Foreign Mission Society 


1. The long years of complacency, undue optimism and 
lack of awareness of the deceitfulness of liberalism, had lulled 
many fundamentalists into a comfortable complacency from 
which they were to be rudely awakened. Dr. Pierce in a letter 
to his following said, “Many have thought the fundamentalist 
movement was dead. They will find that its biggest and best 
life is just beginning.” This feeling that the fundamentalist 
movement was dead was not entirely without foundation. In a 
circular letter Dr. Pierce said, “Brother Decker writes that the 
response to his letter asking for conferences of our funda- 
mentalists to be held in the various states is very disappointing, 
so many of the brethren feeling that they are not needed. I am 
very much convinced that the right kind of conferences are 
needed.” Dr. Pierce in another circular letter says optimistically, 
“In the majority of states, the majority of the rank and file of 
our Baptist people are not only conservative but fundamentalist 
in sentiment.” Dr. Pierce and many others overlooked the fact 
that an uninformed, deceived fundamentalist, will vote with 
the Convention leadership. This lack of information on the 
part of the rank and file, and the reluctance of pastors to inform 
their people, accounts for the many defeats of the fundamental- 
ists. It is significant that, in spite of the storm over the election 
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of Dr. Fridell, Dr. Pierce reporting the protest meeting in 
Chicago said,“None of the brethren seem to feel that they should 
bring this Fridell matter before their churches, lest they undo 
for several years to come the work which they had been able 
to do for cooperation with the denomination.” We do not 
question the sincerity of this, but call attention to the fact that 
the majority of the pastors STILL feel that they should not 
inform the people concerning the true state of affairs. 

2. The appointment of Dr. Elmer A. Fridell stirred the 
fundamentalists into vigorous protest. When it was reported 
that the appointment of Dr. Fridell as Foreign Secretary of the 
American Baptist Foreign Mission Society was contemplated, 
letters of protest poured into the offices of the Society. Many 
brethren objected “on the ground that his messages for the 
past fifteen years have been so exclusively taken up with the 
social emphasis, with pacifism and dealing with other social 
problems, that many were convinced that he would not give 
to the foreign mission work the evangelistic emphasis which 
it needed.” 

A group of brethren carried the protest against the election 
of Dr. Fridell as Foreign Secretary to the Foreign Board meeting 
at Springfield, Illinois, in May 1943. This consisted of Carey 
Thomas of Altoona, Pa.; R. L. Decker of Fort Collins, Colorado; 
Harold B. Oyer of Philadelphia; Vincent Brushwyler of Mus- 
catine, Iowa; Rodney Gould of Cedar Rapids, Iowa, and two 
laymen who are not named in the minutes. This group asked 
the Board to request Dr. Fridell to withdraw his acceptance of 
the secretaryship in the interests of denominational unity. Dr. 
Fridell was present. Following this presentation the Board 
went into executive session and at that time Dr. Earle V. Pierce 
presented a resolution asking that the Board, in the interest of 
peace in the denomination, request Dr. Fridell to withdraw his 
acceptance. This was discussed very fully, but was lost by a 
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14 to 4 vote. All attempts to persuade Dr. Fridell to resign in 
the interests of harmony were fruitless. 

3. The reaction of the fundamentalists was stern. Dr. R. S. 
Beal, in a circular letter, said “No doubt the liberals will expect 
the conservative brethren to raise a protest and then in course 
of time opposition will fade out and all will be serene again. 
This is the way it has been for a great many years, but it seems 
to me that this is the very climax of boldness on the part of these 
men, and the time has arrived for us to do something very 
definitely about it.” This the brethren proceeded to do. 

4. The Movement for a new missionary society gets under 
way. Under the leadership of Dr. Earle V. Pierce, the Leader 
of the Fundamental fellowship, a meeting was held in the 
Central Y.M.C.A., Chicago, May 24, 1943. About forty men 
were present from eleven states. In the discussion J. W. Brad- 
bury, J. W. Brougher, Sr., R. L. Decker, W. P. Whittemore, 
R. V. Clearwaters, C. Gordon Brownville, and, others parti- 
cipated. Dr. Peder Stiansen, Dean of Northern Baptist Sem- 
inary and a member of the Foreign Board brought a report 
concerning the action at Springfield and asked that Dr. Alton 
L. Millter, President of The Board, be heard. This was done 
but sentiment remained unchanged. After much discussion the 
motion was made and carried unanimously, that “a Conserva- 
tive Baptist Foreign Mission Society be formed within the 
Northern Baptist Convention in order to channel the gifts of 
such individuals and churches which were no longer willing 
to make their contributions undesignated to the American 
Baptist Foreign Mission Society. The sentiment was expressed 
that churches which had satisfactory missionaries that they were 
supporting through designations would do well to continue 
this, lest these missionaries be forced to depend upon liberals 
for their support, and that churches could continue to give to 


the Unified Budget by designating the proportion of their gifts 


108 THE FOREIGN MISSIONS CONTROVERSY 


AWAY from the ABFMS as they now do away from the Fed- 
eral Council of Churches.” Quoted from Dr. Pierce’s report 
of the meeting—CET). 

5. The intentions of the founders of the Conservative So- 
ciety was to create a society which would, like the Conserva- 
tive seminaries, be within the Convention fellowship but not 
under Convention control. This is evident from the above 
quotation from Dr. Pierce’s account of the Chicago meeting. 
It was also hoped that the formation of the Society would give 
impetus and strength to the movement to purge the Convention 
of modernism. Dr. Pierce writes, “This action seemed to be 
necessary to prevent a serious and complete division of the 
forces of the Northern Baptist Convention. We have not yet 
given up hope of seeing our Convention controlled by the 
conservatives who are in the great majority, as it ought to be. ... 
I am being widely blamed for it all. We are not ‘pulling out’ 
and leaving them (the liberals) in full control of all the invested 
funds and income, for, cooperating in the general work of the 
denomination, we are voting members of all its societies and 
must plan on attending the conventions and working for the 
right people on the boards. Because we are still in the denomi- 
nation, contributing to this new society will not affect a pastor's 
‘M and M’ standing. We should pray and work that the time 
may come when a separate missionary society will not be longer 
necessary. If this is all rightly handled it will mean for purifica- 
tion, and purity leads to peace.” The critical Baptist Bulletin 
(Regular Baptist) said editorially, “But we cannot see the 
consistency in making all this fuss about modernism in the 
Foreign Board and breaking away from it, while at the same 
time they remain in full fellowship in the Northern Baptist 
Convention itself, which through its modernism has made 
possible the modernism of the Foreign Board.” (8-1944). 

6. The conservatives make another attempt to secure an 
assurance of orthodoxy from the American Baptist Foreign 
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Mission Board. In September another meeting was held in 
the Lorimer Memorial Baptist Church (Rev. I. Cedric Peterson, 
Pastor) of Chicago to consider the advisability of organizing a 
new foreign society. With a wider representation, the sentiment 
was similar to that of the earlier meeting. However, it was felt 
that another approach should be made to the American Baptist 
Foreign Mission Board. On September 9, 1943, a committee of 
the Conservative Baptists placed before a special committee of 
the Board of Managers a proposed directive. If the directive had 
been accepted and become the policy of the ABFMS, no new 
society would have been born. On September 21, 1943, the 
Board rejected the Conservative directive by reaffirming the 
evangelical policy first announced at Milwaukee in 1924. 


Directive of the Executive Committee of the 
Fundamentalist Fellowship 


“We, representing the Fundamentalist Fellowship of the 
Northern Baptist Convention, declare we will no longer give 
funds to the American Baptist Foreign Mission Society that 
can in any way be appropriated for the support of missionaries 
who do not affirm faith in the Bible as the inspired Word of 
God; the deity of our Lord Jesus Christ, which includes His 
pre-existence, virgin birth, miracles, and His bodily resurrection 
from the dead; the substitutionary death of our Lord for sinners 
in atonement for their sins; His high priestly intercession at 
the right hand of God and His eternal sovereignty. 

“We further hold it to be inimical to the successful opera- 
tion of missionary work for fields to be staffed with personnel 
of diverse belief, and oppose such policies. Therefore be it 
resolved :— 

“That the Board of Managers of the American Baptist For- 
eign Mission Society shall pledge as a guarantee of our co- 
- operation that it will not appoint as missionaries or secretaries, 
candidates who deny the inspiration of the Bible as the authori- 
tative Word of God; the pre-existence, virgin birth, sinless life, 
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miraculous works, and other revelations that Jesus is God the 
Father’s only begotten Son; the atonement for our sins wrought 
by the death of our Lord; His bodily resurrection from the dead; 
His priesthood on behalf of believers and His Kingly glory; 
the necessity of regeneration for all human beings and the re- 
quirement of this faith as a basis of salvation for sinners.” 

7. The Conservative Members of the Foreign Board Pub- 
lished a Minority Report. (WatTcHMAN-EXAMINER 12-16-1943). 
These members were John W. Bradbury, Editor of the Watch- 
man-Examiner, H. A. Davidson, now pastor of the First Baptist 
Church, Pomona, Calif., F. Arvid Hagstrom, President Emeri- 
tus of Bethel College and Seminary, Earle V. Pierce of Minnea- 
polis, Leader of the Fundamentalist Fellowship and Peter Stian- 
sen, Dean of the Northern Baptist Seminary. Among other 
things, they said concerning the Inclusive Policy: 

(a.) They no longer believe in the purpose of the Board 
as expressed in its so-called Evangelical policy. 

“We do not believe the statement of the majority members 
of the Board correctly interprets the action of the Fundamental- 
ist Fellowship when it declares that the ‘doctrinal statement’ of- 
fered as the basis of interpretation of the Evangelical Policy 
is a ‘confession of faith’ or a ‘creedal statement.’ It is commonly 
understood that a ‘creedal statement’ means a literary expression 
of a theological formula which is binding as a corporate state- 
ment. 

“This statement was in no sense offered as a ‘creed,’ but 
simply as an extension of the Foreign Board’s affirmation con- 
cerning ‘the trustworthiness of the Scriptures’ as to the historic 
facts the Scriptures unfold. The request the Fundamentalists 
made of the Board was a test of its good faith. The denial of 
that request does not allow us to believe longer in the purpose 
of the Board as expressed in its so-called Evangelical Policy.” 


(Emphasis ours—CET) 
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(b) The minority insisted that the opposition of the Board 
to a creedal statement was inconsistent. 

“We must therefore assume that the Board’s insistence on 
a non-doctrinal basis for its work is simply a device to keep the 
door open for the appointment of missionaries who do not 
believe and therefore cannot teach the elements of truth which 
support the general tenet of ‘the trustworthiness of the Scrip- 
tures. And we would further draw attention to the Board 
Majority’s inconsistency in the matter of creedal formulas, for 
its published ‘Evangelical Policy’ is itself a creedal statement, 
as much so as that offered by the Fundamentalists, the only 
difference being that one is general and the other is specific. 
The Board’s refusal to adopt the particulars submitted by the 
Fundamentalists must therefore be taken to mean that the 
Majority members of the Board refuse to express their con- 
viction in favor of those particulars.” 

Cc) The minority called attention to the broad inclusive- 
ness implied in the statement of the inclusive policy issued. 

“For the Board to now declare its determination to appoint 
missionaries ‘from all sections of its constituents’ confronts 
Northern Baptists with a bold inclusiveness beyond anything 
hitherto dreamed of. It means that every school of theological 
thought within the constituency must be represented. ‘That is, 
future missionary appointees can be as unitarian as some sec- 
tions of the Convention are, ‘liberal’ as others, as conservative 
as others, and so forth. We have the assurance in the Majority 
statement that stations are to be staffed with missionaries of 
like faith, so there may be no arguments. Efforts will be made 
to send those of unitarian conviction to one station, those who 
are ‘liberals’ to another, those who are conservative to another, 
and so forth. This has but one meaning to Fundamentalists, 
and that is that the people served by a station or school or uni- 
versity where only unitarians or liberals are grouped together 
will never hear the true gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ, and 
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in the case of schools staffed by unitarians or liberals, where con- 
servative missionaries are expected to send their converts for 
training, the work of conservative missionaries will be under- 
mined by diverse and contradictory beliefs. To us, as Funda- 
mentalists, this is impossible. Missionary policy of so mixed a 
nature can only bring confusion and deterioration to the mis- 
sionary cause. 

“As traditional Baptists, we, the dissenting members of the 
Board, cannot concur with such a program.” 

Cd) The minority call attention to the emptiness of the 
Board's offer to examine any missionary against whom formal 
charges are preferred. 

“None knows better than do the members of the Majority 
that such a procedure is impossible and all the more so by vir- 
tue of the refusal to define the ‘Evangelical Policy’ except in 
general terms. No charges against specific missionaries will be 
made, for to do so would be useless and employed only to dis- 


credit those who made them.” (Emphasis ours—CET ) 


8. Dr. Pierce pointed out the deceitfulness inherent in the 
Board's pronouncements and policies. C(NorRTHERN Baptist 
Missions by Earle V. Pierce). } 

(a) The history of the evangelical policy. 

“The Board, through its communication, has again declared 
its ‘evangelical policy’ as enunciated in Dr. Frederick Ander- 
son’s address in Milwaukee in 1924 and as redeclared again in 
1933 in response to a motion which I made in the Board 
meeting at Washington, and as repeated by me in my article 
in The Watchman-Examiner. 

“What is the ‘Evangelical Policy’? 

“The time has come for us to know what is meant by the 
terms used. The denomination is again at the crossroads as 
it has been sometimes in the past, and the way we take now 
will determine the future. 
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Cb) Dr. Pierce intimates that the words may be used de- 
ceptively. 

“What did the declaration of the ‘evangelical policy’ then 
mean, and what does it mean now? It was given ostensibly to 
satisfy the denomination that men like Hartley would not be 
appointed. But the term ‘inclusive policy’ seemed to compro- 
mise that construction. To avoid that misunderstanding, there 
was the further statement that inclusive meant ‘inclusive within 
the gospel,’ and some defining of the gospel was made. There 
was the positive statement, which has been reaffirmed, “We 
will appoint evangelicals, and we will not appoint non-evan- 
gelicals.’ 

“Now did that statement mean, and does that statement 
now mean, just what the average Baptist would take it to mean? 
Or is it cleverly constructed and does it have in it ‘weasel words’? 
What is meant by ‘gospel,’ by ‘deity,’ and ‘trustworthy,’ by 
‘evangelical’? This we must know, and there must be no longer 
any fog about it. Our denomination stands in the most cru- 
cial position it has ever been in. We who have been ‘endeavor- 
ing to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bonds of peace,’ be- 
lieve that the only ‘unity of the Spirit’ is unity in the truth, and 
that the Bible for us is the truth.” 

Cc) The Policy as expressed in its missionary appointments. 

“I do not believe that the Baptist denomination can long 
endure three-quarters conservative and one-quarter liberal, with 
the one liberal quarter exercising such a dominating influence. 
During the past years, by actual record, 65% of the missionary 
appointments have been made from liberal theological semi- 
naries. This does not necessarily mean that they were all lib- 
erals, but while these candidates have been brought to declare 
a basic belief in most of the fundamentals, many of them have 
been so taught in the liberal nomenclature and emphasis that 
what they have lacked in gospel consciousness—rather than any- 
thing that they would declare contrary to the truath—makes their 
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message devoid of the gospel vitamins that have been the basis 
of the great success which Baptist missions have had in the 
past, and, with some, it has been definitely learned afterwards 
that they had used the old terms to hide their real beliefs, ap- 
parently. 

“An ultra-liberal professor, in speaking to a Baptist preach- 
ers conference recently against the plan of examining candi- 
dates for ordination and for the mission field, in regard to their 
views of doctrine, said that this placed before many the tempta- 
tion to say what they were expected to say, rather than what 
they believed. There has been the fear on the part of many that 
this is what is often done and that there are those who will use 
conservative language to cover liberal beliefs.” 


Some Pertinent Comments 

1. The liberals plead for inclusiveness. It is significant that 
the liberals in the Convention have not written in any denomi- 
national paper their dissatisfaction with the cramping limits 
of the evangelical policy. ‘They are always counted among the 
defenders of the Foreign Board for its policies are more accept- 
able to them than to the conservatives. Some of their com- 
ments are interesting. 

Arthur C. Baldwin, a former secretary of the American Bap- 
tist Foreign Board, pleads for an inclusiveness which will in- 
clude both liberals and conservatives (Watchman-Examiner, 
November 11, 1943). 

Orrin G. Judd, a member of the American Baptist Foreign 
Board, pleads for latitude of “interpretation” concerning the 
doctrine of the virgin birth of Christ. Dr. Pierce (Watchman- 
Examiner, December 9, 1943)) says of his statement: “Mr. Judd 
says, ‘If we concede any latitude for private interpretation of 
the Scripture, we should not refuse fellowship with those who 
give primary weight to the fact that Christ's Davidic lineage 
is traced through Joseph and who believe that God could beget 
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a divine son through a human father as well as a human 
mother.’ This is an amazing statement!” Mr. Judd, as a member 
of the Board, reaffirmed the “evangelical” policy, too. 

Gordon Poteat, also a member of the Board, writing in Bap- 
tist Freedom, (January 15, 1945) insists that belief in the doc- 
trine of the virgin birth should not be made pre-requisite to 
missionary appointment. Just how does he interpret the “evan- 
gelical” policy for which he voted? 

Dr. Earle V. Pierce Warcuman-Examiner December 9, 
1943) again quotes Mr. Judd, a Board member as saying, “It 
should be unnecessary to add to the definition of evangelical 
the doctrine of the virgin birth.” To this, Dr. Pierce aptly re- 
plies, “Certainly it OUGHT NOT to be necessary, but I'T 
IS with the present Board.” 


2. The conservatives call attention to certain pertinent 
points. 

(a) Whose New Testament? Dr. Bradbury in an editorial 
on this subject (Watchman-Examiner October 21, 1943) says: 
“We are doing our best to understand the state of mind of 
those who affirm that ‘the New Testament is a sufficient rule 
for faith and practice, but who at the same time plead for 
a latitude of private interpretation which in many cases goes 
so far that it virtually denies the trustworthiness of the New 
Testament itself . . . There has always been differences of 
interpretation of New Testament teaching, but these have never 
been allowed to go so far as to destroy the validity of the Scrip- 
tures.” 

Cb) The “trustworthiness of the Scriptures.” (WaTCHMAN- 
EXAMINER May 25, 1944.) “This expression is much circulated 
in Baptist circles these days. It has been brought into the fore- 
ground of our thought by the controversy over the ‘inclusive 
policy’ of the Board of Managers of the American Baptist 
Foreign Mission Society. We are not enamored of the words 
‘the trustworthiness of the Scriptures,’ since it has always 
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seemed to us far better to simply quote the Bible’s claims for 
itself . . . It does not at all answer the question: Trustworthy 
because of what? Is the positive affirmation of the inspiration 
of the Bible only to be assumed? Of course, it can be made 
out that ‘trustworthy’ means worthy of trust. Granted, but 
worthy of trust for what purpose and by what reason?” 

(c) The controversy is not about “interpretations” but about 
“the trustworthiness of the Scriptures.” Dr. Earle V. Pierce 
CWatcuman-Examiner December 9, 1943) says on this point: 

“I do believe that 75% of our preachers and 85% of the 
laity are conservative in that they believe in the deity of Christ 
—not mere divinity—and the full authority of the Bible. But 
again I insist that variation in ‘interpretation of the Scriptures’ 
is something altogether different from disagreement as to the 
dependability of the Scriptures. Correct interpretation depends 
upon the correct use of the five great forms of exegesis: The 
historical, grammatical, rhetorical, logical, and practical. Dis- 
agreements in interpretation come through failure, at some 
point, to follow correctly the laws of interpretation. There is 
a well-known difference of interpretation on the part of con- 
servatives of the parable of the leaven, but no difference as to 
the fact that Jesus spoke that parable. There are differences of 
interpretation on the part of conservatives as to the parable of 
the judgment of the nations in the twenty-fifth chapter of Mat- 
thew, but there is no difference in the acceptance of the fact 
that Jesus said, ‘and these shall go away into eternal punish- 
ment, but the righteous into eternal life,’ and that he meant 
just what he said. A great deal of the fog which is clouding 
the present controversy could be lifted if it were kept in mind 
that the controversy is not about ‘interpretations’ but about ‘the 
trustworthiness of the Scriptures,’ whether they tell the truth or 
not; therefore, whether they are of God or whether they are 
just of men. Hubmaier was wholly right and I agree with Mr. 
Judd—Private interpretation of the Scriptures necessarily in- 
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volves the possibility of disagreement on some points that are 
not fundamental.’ But I do not agree with him for a moment 
that ‘the only alternative is a system of priestly or papal au- 
thority.’ The alternative is that we do agree before the infection 
of modern religious liberalism came in during the past genera- 
tion, which itself was based on an anti-supernatural philosophy.” 

Cd) Border-line missionaries? Dr. Earle V. Pierce (Watch- 
man-Examiner December 9, 1943) mentions this overlooked 
type. 
“I hold to my assertion that many of the candidates whose 
papers were very unsatisfactory ‘have been brought to declare 
a basic belief in most of the fundamentals,’ but that, they did, 
nevertheless, have a serious lack in the consciousness of what 
the gospel actually is and, therefore, were not the best kind 
of missionaries to send out to teach heathen the way of eternal 
salvation. A ‘sacrificial spirit for the low paid work of foreign 
missions’ is not sufficient. If it were, why examine missionaries 
at all as to their faith? And, to declare that one has ‘no right 
to question the sincerity of his declared beliefs’ does not preclude 
the right to question the soundness of a candidate’s declared 


beliefs.” 


THE ATLANTIC CITY CONVENTION (1944) 

The Conservative Baptist Foreign Mission Society was 
formed December 15, 1943, in the Tabernacle Baptist Church 
of Chicago, Rev. George J. Carlson, Pastor. In spite of the stead- 
ily rising storm, the Board maintained its position behind the bar- 
ricade of words it had built for itself. Pressed on every side 
with questions, they repeated over and over again the magic 
formula, called the “evangelical policy.” Then came the Con- 
vention at Atlantic City. The people looked hopefully to the 
Convention for a solution of the problem and the end of con- 
troversy. All they received was the oft repeated, but much bat- 
tered Delphic formula, the “evangelical policy,” a brotherhood 
of beneficent vagueness. 
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1. The Coleman Committee reported. This committee con- 
sisted of W. C. Coleman, Chairman, C. O. Johnson, Weldon 
Wilson, Mrs. H. C. Colwell, Mrs. R. W. Hollinger. Their only 
solution of the controversy was an affirmation of their faith 
in the Foreign Board and the re-iteration of the foggy words 
that make up the “evangelical policy.” As usual the Conven- 
tion leadership was right and its critics were wrong. This long 
record of infallibility reminds us of the Vatican. 

Mr. Coleman in the report of his committee, said: “Because 
of the misunderstanding and unfortunate association connected 
with the term, ‘inclusive policy,’ the American Baptist Foreign 
Mission Society is happy to go on record as disavowing the 
‘inclusive policy’ in any sense that would imply the inclusion 
of appointees under the board who are not in wholehearted 
agreement with our established ‘evangelical policy.’” Then fol- 
lows the quotation of the entire “evangelical statement.” This 
Delphic statement, with his remarks from the platform, pro- 
voked a curious reaction. 

The Watchman-Examiner was gratified. In its Convention 
report (June 8, 1944) it said: “When W. C. Coleman re- 
ported for the Committee on Cooperation and Conciliation, 
he stated in his irenic and inspiring address that the Foreign 
Board of the American Baptist Foreign Mission Society had 
decided to abandon its ‘inclusive policy.’ This announcement 
created widespread satisfaction in the Convention .. . It is 
tragic that the disavowal did not come earlier and that it took 
a revolt to bring it to pass.” 

The (Regular) Baptist Bulletin was skeptical. Commenting 
editorially, it said, “In the first place, the statement of the 
Foreign Board, through Mr. Coleman, that it would ‘abandon’ 
the inclusive policy is rather ambiguous and meaningless. It 
is this same Foreign Board which has been saying ever since 
the Convention in Milwaukee years ago that the ‘inclusive 
policy’ included ONLY those missionaries who ‘come within 
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_ the limits of the gospel.’ They have declared over and over again 
that only such missionaries were being accepted and sent to 
the field. If this has actually been the case, then what do they 
mean by ‘abandoning’ the inclusive policy which permitted 
missionaries to go to the field which DID NOT come within 
the limits of the gospel. In one breath the Board says that it 
has not been sending unsound missionaries to the field and in 
the next breath it says it will ‘abandon’ the policy which sends 
unsound missionaries to the field! Why abandon that which 
it has not been practicing? And why should Conservatives think 
this a victory?” Here is a poser, indeed! Dr. Earle V. Pierce, in 
a later article supplies the explanation, which indicates that there 
was no abandonment of any previous policy. ‘The conclusion is 
inescapable: the announcement at Atlantic City, involving 
no real concessions, was foggily stated for its political effect. 

The Foreign Board did not abandon the ‘inclusive policy.’ 
Dr. Earle V. Pierce, in “What Will Conservatives Do?” 
CWatchman-Examiner, March 21, 1946), says of this “dis- 
avowal,” “At Atlantic City I wanted the Board to ‘disavow’ the 
inclusive policy as commonly understood, which is that it would 
include modernistic as well as sound missionaries.” The Board 
declined to follow Dr. Pierce’s suggestion and reaffirmed its 
foggy evangelical policy. Dr. Pierce comments, “Thus the mo- 
tion was simply a ‘going around in a circle again.” 

2. A new committee on conciliation was arranged. Three of 
the committee of nine represented the Conservative Society, 
three represented the American Baptist Foreign Mission Society, 
three represented the Convention. It is significant that two 
of the three Convention representatives, W. C. Coleman and 
C. O. Johnson, had already through the Coleman Report taken 
a 100% stand for the policies of the Foreign Board. So the com- 
mittee of nine started off with a group of five already com- 
mitted against the Conservatives. Hillyer H. Straton, soon 
demonstrated that he would join the five and the final vote 
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was six to three against the Conservatives. This strategy in ap- 
pointing the committee gave much assurance to the friends of 
the Foreign Board. Their confidence was not misplaced as the 
final report indicated. 

The Convention had made another circle. Its Board has 
reaffirmed its inclusive policy. A committee of investigation has 
been named. This all happened in 1923-1925. It happened 
again in 1944, 


| Summary 

1. Logically, the inclusive-evangelical policy is a contradic- 
tion, for the inclusive policy cancels out the evangelical policy. 
The two parts of this statement, analyzed objectively, are mu- 
tually contradictory. 

2. There is abundant evidence that the inclusive policy, 
understood as including conservative and modernists, has been 
consistently practiced. 

3. The vagueness of the ‘evangelical policy’ is indicated by 
the general terms used, terms which are interpreted literally by 
conservatives and interpreted broadly by liberals, thus giving 
that latitude of interpretation for which the Board has always 
stood. 

4. The unsatisfactory character of the evangelical policy 
is indicated in the lack of unanimity in the Board itself concern- 
ing its exact meaning and the fact that many Board members 
who voted for it interpret it in a sense which no conservative 
can. accept. 

5. A further evidence that this evangelical policy is inter- 
preted inclusively is the Board’s consistent refusal to make this 
evangelical policy more explicit. 

6. Because of its questionable history, because of its ambig- 
uous meaning, because of the widespread conviction that it 
is insincere and fundamentally deceptive, it has outlived its 
usefulness as a working formula. 
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7. The conclusion of the whole matter is well stated by Dr. 
E. V. Pierce in his “Call to Conservatives’: 

“Because of a conviction, based on much evidence over a 
period of years, brought by missionaries and others conversant 
with the facts, that the thrice-declared ‘evangelical policy’ of 
the Board of Managers of the American Baptist Foreign Mis- 
sion Society was not always being interpreted and applied as 
the words of the policy would mean to the average Baptist, 
but that it was yielding to the pressure of liberalism in the ap- 
ointment of some missionaries (not ‘just two’), who did not 
hold to ‘the trustworthiness of the Scriptures’ in some vital 
points; and also because a great and well-grounded protest was 
unheeded by the Foreign Board, a movement was made in May 
looking to the formation of a Conservative Baptist Foreign 
Mission Society among members of the Northern Baptist Con- 
vention.” 


CHAPTER XI 


The Committee on Cooperative Unity 


Many fair-minded Baptists wondered if it was possible to 
have some basis upon which cooperation can be continued? 
Is it not possible to have some place in our Northern Baptist 
Convention where the convictions of the conservatives can 
be respected? That, according to the conservatives, was the 
purpose for which the Committee on Cooperative Unity was 
appointed. . 

At the Atlantic City Convention, May 1944, the president 
of the Convention was authorized to appoint a “Committee on 
Cooperative Unity.” This committee commonly known as the 
“Committee of Nine” was composed of three members from the 
General Council, three members from the ABFMS and three 
members from the CBFMS, making the committee a “six-three” 
committee from the very outset. W. C. Coleman was appointed 
as the chairman of this committee. 

The purpose of this Committee was to find ways and means 
of obtaining cooperative unity within the Northern Baptist 
Convention. 

Minority Report Proposed by CBFMS 

The three members representing the CBFMS made an hon- 
est and sincere effort to suggest to the other members of this 
committee, a sound basis upon which cooperative unity could 
be attained in the Northern Baptist Convention. 
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This will be seen by a study of their proposals to this com- 
mittee, which proposals later became the “Minority Report.” 


THE MINORITY REPORT 
To the General Council of the 


Northern Baptist Convention 


As members of the Committee on Cooperative Unity, we 
have believed it to be the function of this Committee to find 
ways and means of attaining cooperative unity within the 
Northern Baptist Convention. 

It is our conviction that the Conservative Baptist Foreign 
Mission Society is contributing to this end because its purpose 
and program are not destructive but constructive, not divisive 
but unifying, not competitive but actually supplemental to the 
missionary program of the Northern Baptist Convention. 

The Society has kept a large number of churches within 
the Northern Baptist Convention which otherwise might have 
been lost to it; it has enlisted a large group of consecrated Bap- 
tist youth for foreign mission service who otherwise would 
have been lost to our Baptist missionary enterprise; and it has 
challenged and channelled thousands of dollars for Baptist 
foreign mission work. 

Therefore, we the representatives of the Conservative Bap- 
tist Foreign Mission Society on the Committee on Cooperative 
Unity of the Northern Baptist Convention present the follow- 
ing five propositions as a unit, which we believe to provide a 
basis for cooperative unity: 


1. That the Northern Baptist Convention recognize the 
Conservative Baptist Foreign Mission Society as an independ- 
ent Baptist Foreign Mission Society supported by Northern 
Baptist Churches and members of Northern Baptist Churches. 


2. That delegates to the Northern Baptist Convention who 
are supporting the Conservative Baptist Mission Society as their 
sole agency for Baptist foreign mission work agree to refrain 
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from voting for officers of the American Baptist Foreign Mis- 
sion Society. 

3. That the Conservative Baptist Foreign Mission Society 
agree to refrain from entering those stations of missionary re- 
sponsibility now occupied by the ABFMS without requesting 
comity arrangements. 

4. That missionaries and officers of the CBFMS be accorded 
pension status under the M. & M. Board Retiring Pension Plan. 

5. [hat a committee on Conference and Cooperative Unity 
be continued, so that every effort be made to establish a basis 
for confidence in the cooperative Northern Baptist Conven- 
tion missionary agencies. 
| (Signed ) 

F. Russell Purdy 

I. Cedric Peterson 

W. Theodore Taylor 
Chicago, II]. 
May 23, 1945 
This report will coramend itself to any fair-minded Baptist 
that the Committee representing the CBFMS, made an honest 
and sincere effort to propose a sound basis upon which coopera- 
tive unity could be attained. But the six members of this com- 
mittee who jointly represented the General Council and the 
ABFMS, failed to conceive a sound basis of cooperative unity 
in the proposals of the CBFMS because they failed to conceive 
of any unity which did not bring to an end the CBFMS. 

These six members comprising the majority of the Com- 
mittee could not countenance what they deemed the CBFMS 
to be—a “competitive” organization. They were not willing that 
hundreds of Baptist churches that have lost confidence in the 
ABFMS because of its inclusive policy, and were already using 
the CBFMS as their foreign mission agency, should have the 
privileges of supporting a Baptist Foreign Mission Society to 
their liking and be within the framework of the N.B.C. They 


IN THE NORTHERN BAPTIST CONVENTION 125 


were not willing to see a place for the CBFMS “within” without 
being “under.” 

These six members strongly rejected the idea that there is 
any category for the CBFMS except that of a “collecting” 
agency, surrendered to the “authority” of the N.B.C. 


GENERAL COUNCIL ASSERTS AUTHORITY OF N. B. C. 
AND REJECTS PROPOSALS OF THE CBFMS 

The report of the “six” and the report of the “three” were 
presented to the General Council in a Majority and Minority 
Report in May 1945. Following the presentation of both of 
these reports, the Council voted to accept that of the Majority 
by a vote of about twelve to six. It did so against the earnest 
plea of some of its members to refer both reports to the next 
full meeting of the N.B.C. It did so against the advice of other 
members to re-commit the entire matter to the further study 
of the Committee of Nine or of a similar group. It did so with 
the openly-expressed opinion that the General Council in that 
moment was actually the N.B.C. Thus we had the picture 
of “Baptist Democracy” in which a dozen or fifteen men spoke 
for the 7,000 churches of our Northern Baptist Convention on 
an issue which goes to the very roots of our common service 
for Christ, without these churches having had a chance to 
express themselves at a Convention! 


MAJORITY REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
COOPERATIVE UNITY 


Presented to and adopted by the General Council of the Northern 
Baptist Convention at Chicago, Illinois, May 23, 1945 


To the General Council: 

You have had before you the full report of the Committee 
of Nine with a majority or minority amendment as a prefix to 
point where we expressed a willingness to have an investiga- 
tion. Inasmuch as the CBFMS has not agreed to the full report 
of the Committee of Nine, we feel that a majority and/or minor- 
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ity report should now be presented to the General Council. 

In our deliberations we presented a proposal for cooperative 
unity. Herewith is presented a proposal which we believe pre- 
sents a sound basis for continued cooperative unity within the 
Convention. This proposal is as follows: 

Since it is the avowed purpose of those who have established 
the CBFMS to hold within the cooperative fellowship of the 
NBC those churches which are now supporting, or are in- 
clined to support non-NBC missionary agencies, and since we 
see no basis whatsoever for cooperative unity within the Con- 
vention so long as a competitive foreign mission administrative 
agency is operating among the churches, but not subject to the 
rules of the Convention, we recommend as a basis for coopera- 
tive unity— 

1. That the CBFMS drop the word “conservative” from its 
title on the ground that it carries with it the connotation that 
other missionary agencies of the Convention are not conserva- 
tive. 


2. That the CBFMS cease to be a foreign mission adminis- 
trative agency and become a fellowship for encouraging churches 
to contribute to the support of Convention missionaries whom it 
approves. 

3. That in seeking support for missionaries and mission 
projects on its approved list, this fellowship shall adopt and 
follow a policy that shall not undermine confidence in those 
missionaries and projects which are not on its approved list. 

The entire Committee could not reach agreement on the 
above proposal. Therefore 


1. We wish to reaffirm our confidence in the ABFMS, its 
policies, its officers, its missionaries, and its loyalty to the revealed 
will of God as seen in the Bible. 

2. It is our considered judgment that the statement of the 
Conciliation Committee, as approved without a dissenting vote 
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cient directive for our missionary policy, to-wit: 

“Recognizing that, with all human institutions, our ABFMS 
has been subject to the failures and errors to which all organiza- 
tions and flesh are heirs, we know that despite these imperfec- 
tions, the loyalty of our constituency has made it possible for 
this society to be used of God in the 131 years of its history. 
From the beginning of the Modern Missionary Movement and 
the spread of the Gospel, the redeeming love of God in Christ 
has been proclaimed by this society to the uttermost parts of the 
earth. 

“Because of the misunderstanding and unfortunate associa- 
tion connected with the term ‘inclusive policy,’ the ABFMS is 
happy to go on record as disavowing the inclusive policy in any 
sense that would imply the inclusion of appointees under the 
Board who are not in wholehearted agreement with our estab- 
lished ‘evangelical policy,’ to wit: ‘And by the Gospel we mean 
“the good news” of the free forgiveness of sin and eternal life 
(beginning now and going on forever) through a vital union 
with the crucified and risen Christ, which brings men into union 
and fellowship with God. This salvation is graciously offered on 
the sole condition of repentance and faith in Christ and has in it 
the divine power of regeneration and sanctification through the 
spirit. The only reason we have for accepting this Gospel is our 
belief in the Deity of Christ in whom we see the Father, a faith 
founded on the trustworthiness of the scriptures, and the fact 
that we have experienced this salvation in our own hearts.” 


We believe that under the continued guidance of the Holy 
_ Spirit, God will lead our ABFMS into a larger and fuller use- 
fulness in winning the world to allegiance to our Lord Jesus 
Christ, and in projecting His way into every phase of human 
life. The missionaries and leaders of the ABFMS need and de- 
serve our best in prayer, in our gifts, and in our loyalty. 
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3. We regret exceedingly that the year past has been used 
by the CBFMS leaders as a period in which to entrench itself 
as a divisive and competing organization. Reconciliation, there- 
fore, seems impossible with those who insist upon a continuance 
of the CBFMS, except as a fellowship for encouraging the 
churches which it desires to hold within the NBC to contribute 
to the support of Convention missionaries which it approves. 


4. It is misleading to continue to use the title CBFMS to 
designate the new society, since many conservatives are out of 
sympathy with its policies and methods, and since it implies that 
ABFMS is something other than conservative. In our judg- 
ment, the new society would be more properly named the 
Fundamentalist Foreign Mission Society. 


5. This Fundamentalist Foreign Mission Society is not an- 
other society, within the framework of the NBC. It is not now 
under, and declares its unwillingness to come under the rules 
and procedures governing the cooperating agencies of the NBC. 
It is competitive with the ABFMS and in its promotional efforts 
it tends to undermine confidence in all Convention agencies and 
in the NBC itself. Accordingly, the channels of the NBC 
should not be used for the transmission of gifts designated to 
this new society. So to use this channel is confusing and mis- 
leading in that it gives to some churches which do not know all 
the facts a false idea of the standing of this society in relation 
to the denomination as a whole. 


(Signed) W.C. Coleman, Chmn. V. L. Shontz 
C. O. Johnson H. H. Straton 
E. M. Poteat J. R. Wilson 


CHAPTER XII 


The American Baptist Foreign Mission 
Society Refuses to Affirm Its Faith in the 
Virgin Birth of Christ and Other 
Essential Doctrines of Christianity 


Further evidence that the ABFMS is practicing an “Inclusive 
Policy,” and has abandoned a sound evangelical policy, is seen 
from recent action taken by the Board of Managers of the 
ABFMS. In June, 1945, it voted against a motion presented by 
Dr. Earle V. Pierce, in which the Board had an opportunity to 
declare itself in favor of a “sound evangelical policy,” which 
would have clarified the atmosphere, and would have assured 
Northern Baptists that the ABFMS had not departed from a 
sound Biblical position. 


"PIERCE RESOLUTION 

“Since the Swedish Baptists in convention assembled in 
July, 1944, passed a resolution which in its central part asked 
the Board of Managers of the American Baptist Foreign Mis- 
sion Society ‘whether or not the said Board in its announced 
adherence to the New Testament as a trustworthy guide to 
faith and practice clearly includes, as a prerequisite for mis- 
sionary appointment, the unequivocal acceptance by the candi- 
dates of the essential doctrines, including the accounts of the 
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birth of our Lord as related in the gospels of Matthew and 
Luke,’ and 

“Since such a plain and straightforward question merits 
from us a straightforward answer, and 

“Since I am convinced that our Lord would have us answer 
that question with an unqualified affirmative, as this Board 
in former generations would have answered it, therefore, 

“I move that we give to the Swedish Baptists in answer to 
their question a positive and unequivocal ‘Yes.’” 

To this motion, to which every Bible-believing Baptist could 
and would wholeheartedly assent, the action of the ABFMS 


was negative, the vote being about twelve to four. 


ABFMS AGAIN REFUSES TO AFFIRM ITS FAITH 

The following resolution was presented to the Board of the 
American Baptist Foreign Mission Society at its November, 
1945, meeting by Dr. Peder Stiansen, a member of the Board. 
This resolution was not adopted, but was laid on the table. 
The refusal of the ABFMS to take this opportunity to declare 
its faith to the Baptist people speaks for itself. 


STIANSEN RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, the Southern California Baptist Convention is 
gravely concerned about our Baptist fellowship, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of the American Baptist Foreign 
Mission Society at its meeting in June, 1945, declined to adopt 
the resolution proposed for the purpose of setting at rest any 
uncertainty as to its evangelical policy, and 

WHEREAS, the Southern California Baptist Convention 
finds that reports of this action are jeopardizing the World 
Mission Crusade, and 

WHEREAS, it is to be feared that other loyal cooperating 
State Conventions, churches, and individuals may be mae 


disturbed, and 
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WHEREAS, it is to be necessary for our denomination to 
be harmoniously united is the World Mission Crusade is to 
succeed, be it 

RESOLVED, that the Board of the American Baptist For- 
eign Mission Society reaflirms its faith in the evangelical policy 
enunciated at Milwaukee in 1924 and restated in 1933, and in 
June, 1943, and pledges its adherence to it, and be it further 

RESOLVED, that the Board reaffirms its belief in the trust- 
worthiness of the Scriptures. This includes the historicity of 
the record of the birth of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ as 
stated in Matthew and Luke, and be it further 

RESOLVED, that the Board reaffirms its disavowal of the 
“inclusive policy,” as stated in point three of the Report of the 
Committee on Conference and Cooperative Unity at Atlantic 
City, 1944; and the Board pledges itself to appoint no missionary 
and no secretary who is not in full accord with this policy of 
_ the Board, and be it further 

RESOLVED, that in this day of crisis we urge our Baptist 
constituency wholeheartedly and unreservedly to support the 
World Mission Crusade. 

The motion was laid on the table. 

Such action places the ABFMS clearly in favor of practicing 
an inclusive policy. We call attention to the fact that it is such 
action as taken by the ABFMS and practiced by that Society 
under the guise of an “Evangelical Policy,” which is respons- 
ible for the division in our denomination. 

We recall that in the Majority Report which was accepted 
by the General Council in May, 1945, the accusation is made 
that the CBFMS “tends to undermine confidence in all Con- 
vention agencies and in the ABFMS itself.” 

We point out that it is such official action as taken by the 
ABFMS that not only “tends” to undermine confidence in the 
ABFMS and Northern Baptist Convention agencies, but is 
the root cause of all our denominational trouble. Thus it 
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becomes more and more apparent that the only solution was 
the organization of a new society, serving as a missionary 
channel for conservative churches just as the conservative sem- 
inaries, which had been established earlier, were serving the 
needs of conservative churches. 

If the ABFMS had never departed from its historic position 
there would be no need for a CBFMS or other Bible-Baptist 
mission societies. As long as liberalism predominates in the 
ABFMS, there will be a CBFMS to propagate true Biblical 
missions for those discerning Baptists who wish to be loyal to 
their Lord, the Bible, and our historic Baptist tradition, and to 
protest the liberal, un-Baptistic position of the ABFMS. 


OREGON’S PETITION TO ABFMS GOES UNHEEDED 


The Oregon Baptist State Convention which met in the 
First Baptist Church, Portland, Oregon, May 7-9, 1946, ex- 
pressed its grave concern over the present crisis in the following _ 
resolution. 

“WHEREAS, the Board of Managers of the American Bap- 
tist Foreign Mission Society has gone on record as ‘disavowing 
the interpretation’ of the Inclusive Policy; and 

“WHEREAS, this pronouncement is not a disavowal of the 
root of the trouble, viz., the practice of the Inclusive Policy; and 

“WHEREAS, the practice of the Inclusive Policy is a viola- 
tion of the Foreign Mission Society’s Evangelical Policy state- 
ment: be it 

“RESOLVED, that the Oregon Baptist State Convention 
urgently call for the Board of the American Baptist Foreign 
Mission Society to disavow the practice of the Inclusive Policy.” 

To our present knowledge this resolution went unheeded; 
and the inclusive policy, though an embarrassment to the 


ABFMS, still stands as that Board’s accepted policy. 
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THE CONSERVATIVE ATTEMPT TO CORRECT THE MATTER 
AT GRAND RAPIDS AND AGAIN AT ATLANTIC CITY 


Believing that matters that deeply concern our Baptist 
people should be brought to the floor of the Convention, Judge 
F. W. Fickett at Grand Rapids in 1946 offered the following 


resolution for adoption: 

WHEREAS, the Northern Baptist Convention declared in 
the Indianapolis Convention that 

“The Northern Baptist Convention affirms that the New 
Testament is the all-sufficient ground of our faith and practice, 
and we need no other statement,” and 

WHEREAS, The Agencies of the Convention have inter- 
preted this action inclusively under what is termed the “In- 
clusive Policy,” in confusion as to our testimony on the Gospel 
of Christ and great division and controversy among the churches. 

BE I'T RESOLVED, ‘That the Northern Baptist Conven- 
tion in session at Grand Rapids, Michigan, May 23, 1946, 
advise its Agencies, Councils, and Committees, representative 
of the Convention in its work, that they should not employ as 
secretaries or appoint as missionaries any persons who refuse 
to afhrm the following: 

a. That the record of the Incarnation of our Lord Jesus 
Christ as stated in Matthew I and 2 is true and trustworthy. 

b. That the record of the Resurrection of Christ, as stated 
in Matthew 28, Mark 16, Luke 24, and John 20, 21, is true 
and trustworthy. | 

c. That the record of the miracles of Jesus as given in the 
Gospels is true and trustworthy. 

d. That the New Testament is inspired of God in all its 
contents and all the acceptance of its historical facts, revelation, 
teachings, and doctrines are obligatory in Christian faith and 
practice.” 

By the substitute motion device, as at Indianapolis, the 
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delegates did not vote on this issue at all but voted on the follow- 
ing resolution (as amended ): 

“Be it RESOLVED that we affirm our faith in the New 
Testament as the divinely inspired record and therefore the 
trustworthy, authoritative, and all-sufficient rule of our faith 
and practice. 

“We rededicate ourselves to Jesus Christ as Lord and 
Saviour and call our entire denomination to the common task 
of sharing the whole gospel with the whole world.” 

This resolution, honestly interpreted and faithfully 
followed, would settle the problem. It would make the prac- 
tice of an Inclusive Policy impossible, but the Foreign Board 
has demonstrated a peculiar ability in “interpretation” by which 
words that mean one thing to the average Baptist mean the 
opposite to the Board. The Foreign Board has not only rejected 
the authority of the New Testament which it professes to 
respect, but it has also rejected the authority of the dictionary by 
which words are used for intelligent communication. 


NORTHERN BAPTIST CONVENTION AGAIN REJECTS 
CONFESSION OF FAITH 


Seeking to test the sincerity of the N. B. C. in adopting the 
substitute resolution at Grand Rapids, the First Baptist Church, 
San Pedro, California, instructed its pastor, Rev. Clyde White, 
to present the following resolution at Atlantic City, May 21, 
1947. The resolutions and consequent action speaks for itself. 

Inasmuch as the Northern Baptist Convention assembled 
in Grand Rapids, Michigan, reaffirmed its faith in the New 
Testament in the following languages: “BE IT RESOLVED: 
That we reaffirm our faith in the New Testament as a divinely 
inspired record and therefore a trustworthy, authoritative and 
all-sufficient rule of our faith and practice. We rededicate our- 
selves to Jesus Christ as Lord and Saviour and call our entire 
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denomination to the common task of sharing the whole gospel 
with the whole world.” 

And since the First Baptist Church of San Pedro agrees with 
this affirmation and believes that the New Testament is very 
specific in its un-interpreted statements of faith about the Per- 
son and Work of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, and since 
the New Testament urges all its readers to beware of false 
teachers and to refuse to them position of leadership or refuge 
and support— 

We present the following resolution to the Northern 
Baptist Convention and ask the Convention to act upon it: 

BE IT RESOLVED that we affirm our faith in the Christ 
of the New Testament and understand the New Testament to — 
reveal concerning Him that: 

He is Eternal, He came forth from the Father, was con- 
ceived of the Holy Spirit, was born of the Virgin Mary, was 
sinless in nature and character, performed miracles by the power 
of God, died for the sins of all men, was buried and arose again 
bodily from the grave the third day, ascended up to heaven, is 
sole and all-sufficient mediator between God and man, is mighty 
and seeking to save, and will come again as He promised. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Convention 
require its employees and the employees of all its agencies, 
boards and committees to accept without question the plain, 
self-evident, un-interpreted New Testament statements con- 
cerning our Lord as at least one condition of employment or 
appointment by the Convention. 

_ This resolution was rejected by adopting the following 
substitute motion: 

BE IT RESOLVED, that, believing that the Grand Rapids 
resolution clearly expressed the will of our people, this Con- 
vention again refuses to make any creedal statement a test of 
fellowship and service. 
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DR. PIERCE’S PLEBISCITE TON. B. C. PASTORS 

Dr. Earle V. Pierce, a member of the Foreign Board, made 
an attempt to discover the attitude of the pastors concerning 
the sending out of missionaries who do not accept the historic 
Christian doctrines, and the doctrine of the virgin birth of 
Christ in particular (Watchman-Examiner, Oct. 31, 1946). 

Dr. John W. Bradbury, in an editorial says concerning 
this: “Taking seriously his responsibility as an elected repre- 
sentative of Northern Baptists on the Board of Managers 
of the American Baptist Foreign Mission Society, Dr. 
Pierce submitted a vital issue to the pastors of the churches, 
giving them a simple means of registering their convictions. 
Being denied any official assistance, which he requested as his 
right as an elected representative, he undertook the task at 
-his own charges. Of 5,252 pastors receiving Dr. Pierce’s voting 
cards, 2,524 answered, which is the highest percentage of 
replies to a general communication we have yet known. The 
issue concerned the Biblical record of the incarnation. Dr. 
Pierce’s position is supported by the greatest majority (2,286) 
in any vote taken by Northern Baptists. If the afirmative voting 
pastors reflect their churches, then Dr. Pierce is literally sup- 
ported by hundreds of thousands of Northern Baptists. ‘The 
Convention certainly will wonder what the Board of Managers 
of the ABFMS will do about the critical issue involved.” (Watch- 
man-Examiner, Nov. 21, 1946). The Board followed its usual 
course, and did nothing, for it has not shown any great respon- 
siveness to attempts to get it to abandon its Inclusive Policy 
and declare its faith in the simple, clear-cut statements of 
scripture. 

OREGON’S SECOND RESOLUTION UNHEEDED 

Again the following year, May 6-8, 1947, when Oregon 
Baptists were in session in their State Convention they passed 
the following resolution: 
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WHEBREAS, The Oregon Baptist State Convention, at its 
annual meeting, May, 1946, adopted the following Resolution: 

“WHEREAS, The Board of Managers of the American 
Baptist Foreign Mission Society has gone on record as ‘dis- 
avowing the interpretation’ of the Inclusive Policy; and 

“WHEREAS, This pronouncement is not a disavowal of 
the root of the trouble, namely, ‘THE PRACTICE OF THE 
INCLUSIVE POLICY; and, 

“WHEREAS, The practice of the Inclusive Policy is a 
violation of the Foreign Mission Society's Evangelical Policy 
statement, 

“THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the Oregon 
Baptist State Convention urgently call for the Board of the 
American Baptist Foreign Mission Society to disavow the 
PRACTICE of the Inclusive Policy.” 

AND, WHEREAS, The American Baptist Foreign Mis- 
sion Board continues the practice of the Inclusive Policy, in 
disregard of the numerous protests from the Northern Baptist 
Convention territory; and 

WHEREAS, The Foreign Mission Board has sent back to 
China Dryden L. Phelps, co-author of the book entitled JESUS, 
in which the following statements appear, which, to say the 
least, are repugnant to Oregon Baptists, and constitute teaching, 
which, according to the Preamble of our Oregon Baptist State 
Convention Constitution, we are called upon to oppose: 

“The present volume includes everything from the records 
of Matthew, Mark and Luke that can be established as belong- 
ing to the earliest tradition.” 

“Jesus’ father was a Jewish carpenter called Joseph. His. 
mother’s name was Mary.” 

“The crowd believed that the evil spirits had gone from 
the man, now healed, into the pigs. A possible explanation is 
that the men who looked after the pigs joined the crowd watch- 
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ing Jesus, and that the pigs were frightened by some of the 
people.” : 

“In their excitement and their belief in Jesus’ unlimited 
power, the disciples felt that it was Jesus who had quieted 
the storm with the words ‘Peace, be still.’ It is possible that 
these words were addressed to his disciples rather than to the 
wind and waves.” 

It may be noted that the phrase “Son of God” has been 
omitted or changed in the following passages: Matt. 13:33; 
Mark- 1:1, 15:39; Luke 1:35. 

And, WHEREAS, the Practice of the Inclusive Policy is 
the root of thedisturbance in our national and State Convention, 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the Oregon 
Baptist State Convention again call upon the American Baptist 
Foreign Mission Board to stop the practice of this ‘inclusivism,’ 
which violates the Foreign Mission Society’s Evangelical Policy 
statement; and, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That we call upon the 
American Baptist Foreign Mission Board, in the interest of the 
preservation of our historic witness, as Baptists, to the trust- 
worthiness of the Scriptures, and loyalty to Jesus Christ who is 
God and our Saviour, and in the interest of denominational 
unity, show good faith in the same by immediately calling 
home Dryden L. Phelps from China. 

The ABFMS has not heeded the wishes of the Oregon State 


Convention. 


MODERNIST RE-ELECTED TO ABFMS BOARD 
Further evidence that the ABFMS was committed to the 
Inclusive Policy is seen in the re-election of Gordon Poteat 
to its Board in May, 1947. 
Writing in Baptist Freedom (January 15, 1945), Dr. Poteat 
objects to making belief in the virgin birth of Christ a prere- 
quisite to missionary appointment. ‘Thus when the Convention 
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had an opportunity to elimate one of its outstanding modern- 
ists, it revealed its true nature in his re-election. 


SUMMARY 

(a). All the facts submitted in this discussion are ample 
evidence that conservatives have sought honestly to correct 
matters from within, before the new society was formed. ‘The 
fact that every attempt to get the ABFMS to clarify its vague 
“Evangelical Policy’ and abandon its “Inclusive Policy,” has 
met with evasion or rejection, made the formation of the Con- 
servative Baptist Foreign Mission Society. a necessity. 

Cb.) Men have tried to reform the Foreign Board from 
within. Well-known conservatives have remained on the Board, 
risked the loss of their reputation with their brethren, at times 
endangered their own integrity, hoping they could cure the 
matter from within. ‘Their attempts have failed but these men 
have remained loyal to the Board they have condemned. ) 

Cc.) The General Council, adopting the majority report of 
the Committee on Conciliation, felt that exclusion from the 
Convention fellowship was the solution. So the appeal to the 
General Council failed. 

(d.) Great state conventions have felt that their petitions to 
the Board might have some weight and contribute toward a 
settlement, but they have been ignored. Baptists still have the 
right of petition but many churches can testify that their peti- 
tions have accomplished little and many pastors have their 
questions unanswered. 

Ce.) Convention action has been tried, but at Atlantic City, 
by clever tactics the threatened storm was channelled off into 
a committee to report one year hence. At Grand Rapids, a 
substitute motion was used effectively to prevent a clear cut vote 
on the issue. As long as parliamentary strategy is used un- 
scrupulously to prevent a clear vote on this issue, it is useless to 
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expect redress from the Convention. The matter must be dealt 
with more sternly by the churches. 

Cf.) A storm of Convention wide proportions that threatens 
to wreck the whole unified budget, a fast growing conservative 
society, have left the Board unmoved. 

(g). A vote of pastors has been taken. This vote does not 
support the position of the Board. The Board simply chants its 
Delphic formula. 

(h.) Any attempt to bring about unity within the N. B. C., 
or any of its agencies without abandoning the practice of the 
“Inclusive Policy,” is doomed to meet with failure, because 
such a unity would mean the compromise of convictions for 
Bible-believing Baptists. 

Gi.) Until the Convention or its agencies will clearly an- 
swer the simple question, is Matthew and Luke’s account of our 
Lord's birth true and trustworthy? and if so, are all missionaries 
and board secretaries required to declare their faith in it as a 
prerequisite for appointment?—until that question is answered 
in an honest, sincere affirmative, there will be reason to doubt 
what is meant by the affirmation adopted at Grand Rapids. 


NOTES 
THE STORY OF THE APPOINTMENT OF 
REV. GORDON GILBERT (CET) 

The Watchman-Examiner (December 21, 1944) notes the 
appointment. Mr. Gilbert is said to have college, seminary and 
Bible School training. ‘The seminary and Bible School are not 
mentioned. A subsequent statement from the ABFMS reveals 
that he is a graduate of Colgate-Rochester Theological Sem- 
inary, a liberal school. 

_ In response to an inquiry from the writer, a member of the 
Board of the ABFMS wrote as follows: 

“With regard to Mr. and Mrs. Gilbert and the action of the 

Board of the Baptist Foreign Mission Society, I may say that the 
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views as expressed by Mr. and Mrs. Gilbert were entirely 
satisfactory to every member of the Board. Dr. Nathan R. Wood, 
former president of Gordon College of ‘Theology and Missions, 
who is a thorough-going conservative, made a very enthusiastic 
speech proclaiming his entire satisfaction with the statement 
of these two fine young people. I suggest that you write him 
for a more detailed appraisal since he requested a special meet- 
ing with them that he might go into the whole matter in a 
more personal way than was possible in the Board meeting.” 

Another member of the ABFMS Board wrote me as follows: 

“I am not a member of the candidate committee. The re- 
port given to the Board was entirely satisfactory.” 

Under date of November 20, 1944 Jesse R. Wilson, a 
secretary of the ABFMS wrote me as follows: 

“May I say in reply that no candidates have come before 
us in recent years who have received a more thorough-going 
investigation than did Mr. and Mrs. Gilbert. ‘This investigation 
extended over a period of several years, and when it was 
concluded at the meeting of our Candidate Committee and 
Board in September of this year, before both of which bodies 
Mr. and Mrs. Gilbert came for formal statement and question- 
ing, they were unanimously appointed. ‘This decision was made 
in the light of all the investigation which had been made 
including written statements from the candidates, written 
statements from friends who knew them well, the answers to 
many questions in writing, personal and group interviews, and 
their final appearance before the Candidate Committee, and 
the Board. 

“It was the Board’s conviction that these two fine young 
people are evangelical Christians with an evangelistic spirit, 
and by training, experience, knowledge and acceptance of the 
Christian faith, and clear call from God and a wholehearted 
response to that call, are worthy to be ambassadors for Christ 
and representatives of our Society.” 
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Another member of the ABFMS Board gives the following 


information: 

“The Gilberts were there, and they met with the candidate 
committee in the forenoon. His statement was not satisfactory, 
but during the lunch hour Dr. Wood and a couple of others 
had a conference with him and Mr. Gilbert was really converted 
during that period. When he came before the Board in the 
afternoon, he gave a statement of evangelical faith and both of 
them were appointed unanimously.” 

It will be remembered that the Gilberts at Springfield, Illi- 
nois, in May 1943, were refused appointment by the candidate 
committee because of his unsound views, including the virgin 
birth and other essential doctrines. At that time, some members 
of the committee favored his appointment in spite of this, 
but the conservatives prevailed. At that time some of the con- 
servative brethren felt that he might be brought to a full 
acceptance of the Christian faith if he were patiently dealt with. 
This was done previous to his appearance before the candidate 
committee last fall. However, when he appeared before the 
candidate committee, Dr. Wood who sat in with the com- 
mittee, was not satisfied with his statements. He asked for a 
lunch conference with the Gilberts and the secretaries, Farnum 
and Wilson. Dr. Wood says that they had a most remarkable 
conference in which Gilbert was led, apparently, to a clear 
realization of the deity of Christ, His atonement and resur- 
rection. When Gilbert came before the Board to make his 
statement, it was a different one in clarity from what he had 
given to the committee, and he said, according to Dr. Wood, 
that he wanted it clearly understood that he believed in the 
deity of Christ and in redemption mediated through His Work 
on the cross. Wood seconded the motion for his appointment, 
being convinced that he had come to clear, Biblical views. 

I wrote a letter to Dr. Nathan R. Wood requesting informa- 
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tion concerning the young man’s doctrinal views. Under date 
of November 25, 1944, he wrote me as follows: 

“T have been waiting from day to day since receiving your 
letter, on my return from a trip, in order to have a letter from 
Mr. Gilbert. I should like my word to you to be personal on 
my part, rather than official, and should like also to have the 
latest word from him. I am trusting that it will be such that 
I can rightly tell you of the unusual illumination that came 
to him, as a continuing and growing thing. In the meantime, 
since I ought to hear any day, perhaps you will be willing to 
wait a short time,—I hope only a few days.” 

No word has been received (March 1, 1945) from Dr. Wood. 

Under date of December 18, 1944, I wrote to Jesse R. 
Wilson as follows: 

“I appreciate your letter of the 20th of November with its 
information concerning Mr. and Mrs. Gordon Gilbert. Since 
I have heard so much pro and con, I am wondering if you 
could furnish me a copy of his doctrinal statement that provided 
the basis of his acceptance by the Board. If this choice was 
unanimous, I am sure it would be possible to furnish a state- 
ment of his doctrinal basis (expressed in his own language) 
which caused the Board to make the decision they did. I am 
very anxious to get at the truth of this matter about which there 
is much discussion here.” 

To date no reply has been received from Mr. Wilson. 

Under date of December 16, 1944, I wrote Rev. Gordon 
Gilbert, in care of the ABFMS, as follows: 

“There are many here who are discussing your appointment 
as a missionary to the foreign field. There is much that is 
being said pro and con. I am wondering if you would mind 
writing me concerning the doctrinal position you now occupy 
and which was the basis of your acceptance by the Board. It 
should cover your views on the authority of the Scriptures, the 
accuracy of the narratives referring to the virgin birth, your 
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views of the person of Christ, His atonement, resurrection 
and personal return. Any other matters that might interest you 
could be included. I would be especially interested in your 
changed viewpoint and what led you to change your doctrinal 
position. I am in a position to rightly represent your true position 
on these matters if I can hear from you fully.” 

To date I have received no reply from Mr. Gilbert. 

On January 31, 1945, I wrote as follows to Dr. Nathan 
R. Wood. Calling attention to the fact that he had not written 
the letter promised in his communication of November 25, 1944, 
and quoting my letter to Jesse R. Wilson of December 16, 1944, 
which is still unanswered; and again quoting my letter to 
Gordon Gilbert of December 16, 1944, I then said: 

“At this writing, I have received no reply from Mr. Gilbert. 
Is it impossible to find out what the doctrinal position of Mr. 
Gilbert really is? If so, why? 

“Since you, in a sense, became the sponsor of Mr. Gilbert, 
I would appreciate hearing from you as to the reason for his 
silence on this matter. If he has fully embraced the orthodox 
position, why this hesitance to say so? Should letters addressed 
to the ABFMS concerning the doctrinal position of any mis- 
sionary go unanswered? I am sure that this case needs more 
light than we have had if this issue is to be settled.” 

In February (1945) Dr. Wood was in Chicago and called 
my home on the telephone. I was not at home but he informed 
my wife that he was writing me a letter in reply to my letter 
concerning the Gilberts, but to date no letter has been 
received. 

In conclusion I call attention to the following points: 

1. It is clear that Mr. Gilbert’s views in May 1943 were not 
satisfactory to the conservative members of the candidate 
committee. 

2. It is also clear that certain conservative brethren tried, 
during this intervening time, to lead Mr. Gilbert into a more 
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conservative position. How much progress they made we have 
not been able to find out definitely. 

3. It is also clear that his doctrinal position as stated to the 
candidate committee at the fall meeting of the ABFMS was 
not satisfactory to Dr. Wood, a conservative. 

4. It is also clear that Dr. Wood believed the young man 
during the lunch hour took a clear stand for the historic faith. 

5. Without questioning the sincerity of Dr. Wood, I do 
think it incredible that a candidate whose theological position 
was unsatisfactory in the morning should be so remarkably 
satisfactory in the afternoon. Most men find it exceedingly 
difficult to change their theological convictions during the 
short period of a lunch hour. 

6. Furthermore, even if we grant Mr. Gilbert’s orthodoxy, 
I doubt the advisability of appointing anyone to the mission 
field whose orthodoxy is only a few hours old. 

7. I think it is exceedingly unfortunate that so many mis- 
sionaries taking a liberal position should have been appointed 
by the vote and consent of the conservatives. Conservatives 
who vote for the appointment of modernist missionaries, em- 
barrass the very cause they profess to support. This is entirely 
too common in our denomination. There are too many who 
talk conservative and vote with the liberals. 

8. It is my considered judgment that the Gilbert case should 
not be closed. Our conservative brethren who sponsored and 
voted for Mr. Gilbert should either offer a satisfying explanation 
that would restore confidence in Mr. Gilbert’s doctrinal position, 
or if they cannot do that, should inform the brethren concerning 


the facts in this case. Why the fog? 


1946 


In the October (1946) issue of the Baptist News (Chicago 
edition) appeared this offer: “There is a standing offer in the 
City Office to get the record of achievement and a testimony 
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of personal faith from anyone of the foreign missionaries now 
on the field or who is soon to be sent.” Accepting this offer, 
we wrote (11-8-1946), “Since there has been so much dis- 
cussion concerning the doctrinal position of Gordon Gilbert, 
and all efforts to ascertain his views have been unavailing, I 
am taking advantage of your offer and request his statement of 
faith concerning the fundamental doctrines of the Christian 


faith.” 


Anticipating possibly that we would not get that, Mr. Allen 
called attention to the exact wording of the offer, saying, “I 
should like to point out, however, that there is a difference 
between ‘a testimony of personal faith’ and ‘a statement of 
. .. fundamental doctrines of the Christian faith’ in catechetical 
style.” We are aware of this for many modernists will give a 
statement of their personal faith who will not commit themselves 
on the fundamental doctrines of the Christian faith. 

On May 1, 1947, almost seven months later, Mr. Gilbert 
replied. Why it should take seven months to get such a 
statement from an office that had a “standing offer” to secure 
such information was not explained. However, we received 
from Mr. Allen the following statement signed by Mr. Gordon 
Gilbert. It read as follows: 


“Dear Mr. Allen: 


“I came to China because I believe in the Christian faith. 
I understand Christianity to be above all a missionary faith, 
for it was founded by a ‘man sent from God,’ Jesus Christ, 
my Lord and my Saviour. ‘The life of the Christian Movement 
sprang from this fresh, unique, overpowering incarnation of 
God in a historical place and person: Jesus of Nazareth. Its 
sustaining power flows from nothing less than this Redeeming 
Spirit of God still marching on through the generations of men 
and their -institutions seeking to establish the Reign of God 
in those lives and institutions. 
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“Believing with all my heart in the Christian faith, the 
world’s only true missionary faith, I can but view my life in 
terms of missionary endeavor. Thus, in the second place, I came 
to China because God has a mission for my life. I clearly believe 
that God has a general, over-all mission for each life, and that is 
to have and to evidence before all men a Christ-like character 
and personality. I also firmly believe that God has a particular 
place and task in which one’s Christian personality can and will 
make a maximum impact in witnessing and in serving God’s 
purposes. I came to China in the third place because God’s plan 
as He has made it known to me has been one of full-time reli- 
gious service; and His place for the working out of that plan as 
it has been made known to me is here in China. 

“It is my sole purpose to be of service to God in the estab- 
lishing of His Kingdom here in the great land of China. It is 
our prayer that God will continue to give us grace and strength 
to make known through our lives and their ministry of recon- 
ciliation, ‘to wit, that God was in Christ reconciling the world 
unto himself, not reckoning unto them their trespasses, and 
having committed unto us the word of reconciliation.’ 

“Both Mrs. Gilbert and I covet for these multitudes groping 
in darkness and lost, the soul satisfying and challenging expe- 
rience of seeing as we have been privileged of God to see, ‘the 
Glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ.’ 

. Sincerely, 
Gordon A. Gilbert” 

Mr. Allen says with much righteousness, “It would seem that 
the answer from Mr. Gilbert should put a period to the contro- 
versy in the thinking of fair-minded people, as well as furnish 
evidence that much criticism of ABFMS appointees is unfound- 
ed.” Unfortunately, this letter does not clear Mr. Gilbert nor 
support the orthodoxy of the ABFMS. 

What does Mr. Gilbert believe about the inspiration and 
authority of the Holy Scriptures? No answer. What does he 
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believe about the virgin birth of Christ? No answer. What does 
he believe concerning the nature of His atoning death? No 
answer. What does he believe about the nature of the resurrec- 
tion of Christ? No answer. Does he believe in the return of 
Christ according to promise? No answer. He insists that he be- 
lieves in the Gospel but every modernist says the same thing if 
he can place his own interpretation upon the word “gospel.” 
He sees God in Jesus Christ but so do all modernists, but they do 
not believe He is the ONLY Begotten Son of God (John 3:16). 

What Mr. Gordon believes about the fundamental doctrines 
of the Christian faith is still unknown in spite of this “standing 
offer.” No doubt he is a nice fellow, but what he believes is a 
mystery. The ABFMS won't tell, Dr. Jesse Wilson won’t tell, 
and Gordon Gilbert won’t tell! The conservative Board mem- 
bers won't tell! Who knows? 


WHAT WORDS MEAN 

CNorthern Baptist Foreign Missions, by Earle V. Pierce, D.D.) 

The Apostle Paul, called and anointed to be a missionary 
to the Gentile world and filled with the Holy Spirit, gives us 
an official definition of the gospel, which he preached and by 
which men were saved, in I Corinthians 15:1-5, “Moreover, 
brethren, I declare unto you the gospel which I preached unto 
you, which also ye have received, and wherein ye stand; by 
which also ye are saved, if ye keep in memory what I preached 
unto you, unless ye have believed in vain. For I delivered unto 
you first of all that which I also received, how that Christ died 
for our sins according to the scriptures; and that he was buried, 
and that he rose again the third day according to the scriptures: 
and that he was seen of Cephas, then of the twelve....” If Paul 
did not speak by the Holy Spirit in this declaration, if his word, 
therefore, is not authoritative, then let no one today think that 
he ever does speak by the Holy Spirit, and let him not use the 
rest of this fifteenth chapter, which reveals the fact and the na- 
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ture of the resurrection, or any other of Paul’s words. 

If Jesus did not fulfill to the immediate disciples to 
whom He gave the promise that when the Holy Spirit came 
he would lead them into all the truth, which the Lord said he 
could not give them at that time, then let us fairly admit we 
know nothing with certainty and do not know where we are 
going. If the prophets and the apostles who said that they were 
speaking through the complete inspiration of the Spirit of God 
were mistaken, then let us admit we have no certain guidance 
and are, as the pagans, limited to human gropings. 

“The gospel” is not just the announcement of the love of 
God, but the love of God manifested in the sacrifice of His 
Son for our sins. “The gospel” is not “the Jesus way of life” 
that lost men are told to take. His “way of life” is the life for the 
saved, but for the unsaved, for those “dead in trespasses and 
sin,” his death and resurrection are the way to life. 

When a Foreign Board member says that he believes a man 
can be a liberal and still have the gospel, this needs looking into. 
I know a pastor who calls himself a liberal and who is very lib- 
eral in his ideas of the Old Testament, but who yet has so held 
to the faith of his fathers in which he was brought up that he 
believes the New Testament facts concerning our Lord and His 
salvation. Thus he has the gospel, but not as fully as he would 
have it if he believed, as Jesus did, “the things in Moses, the 
psalms, and the prophets concerning” the Christ. But if words 
mean anything, “liberal” as used theologically today and “gos- 
pel’ as it is given in the Bible are mutually exclusive terms. For 
to be “liberal” is to deny the historic Biblical faith and substitute 
for it man’s philosophy and way of attempted salvation. 


-WHAT IS MEANT BY DEITY? 
It is declared in the Board’s “evangelical policy” that “gospel” 
includes “belief in the deity of Christ.” It most certainly does for 
all who use “gospel” in the New Testament sense, but when I 
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hear Foreign Board members and secretaries say that belief in 
the Biblical account of the supernatural birth of our Lord, “the 
virgin birth,” is not essential in a missionary, I object. 

How can one believe in the deity of Christ who believes that 
Joseph was His father? If Jesus was only of human parentage, 
He is only a man and He could not have been God in the flesh 
and could not be God on the throne now, no matter with how 
much of God “he was filled.” Those who take the view that 
Joseph was His father have to revise John 3:16 to read, “God 
so loved the world that he gave a Joseph-begotten son that who- 
soever believeth in him might have an example of how one 
ought to live.” That belief would save no one from perishing. 
If Jesus were begotten out of wedlock by a sinning pair, how can 
Joseph be honored or Mary’s name be called blessed? What do 
we know about Joseph or Mary or Jesus anyway if these ac- 
counts are not “trustworthy”? And the “evangelical policy” of 
the Board declares it rests on “the trustworthiness of the Scrip- 
tures.” 

If the first statement of a witness is fiction, how can we be 
warranted in taking anything else he says as fact? If the New 
Testament begins with a myth or mistake, or a lie, or anything 
else than dependable history, you cannot trust anything else 
in it. The birth accounts of our Lord are in all the oldest and 
best manuscripts, and, until recently when a fragment of the 
fifth chapter of John, dating about A.D. 120, was discovered, 
the oldest manuscript fragment which we had is a part of Mat- 
thew 1, which gives the account of the birth of Jesus, and its 
date is about A.D. 150. Matthew 1:21 says emphatically, “It is 
he (the one thus begotten by the Holy Spirit) that shall save 
his people from their sin.” No one else can! A Joseph-begotten 
man could save no one from his sins. : 

Do you want sent to the heathen, whom we should save 
through the gospel, a missionary who has only a human Jesus 
who once lived, and who has a Bible that blunders in the be- 
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ginning of both the Old Testament and the New? Five books 
of the New Testament begin with accounts of the supernatural 
being of our Lord. 

If the “deity of Christ” does not mean what the New Testa- 
ment declares as to His eternal pre-existence with the Father, 
His supernatural entrance into and exit from this earthly life, 
then it means nothing but a mockery. Only He who is both 
God and man can mediate to us the forgiveness of God. Only 
the God-man can be Immanuel, God with us. Only in such a 
Christ can we be in God, and only through such a Son can we 
“see the Father.” 

What nonsense to try to adjust the statement of the most 
stupendous miracle of the universe to our puny and blurred 
philosophies. The Bible gives no theories. It states facts. Let us 
take them. They are well attested and vital. 

The great missionary to our Gentile world before he had a 
gospel of salvation had to turn from a unitarian theology to a 
trinitarian one. He had to come to a true knowledge of Jesus 
as the eternal Son of God and deity himself. No unitarian the- 
ology ever did or ever could do what the gospel which Paul 
preached did. 


WHAT IS “EVANGELICAL”? 

And so we come to the word “evangelical.” Is that a word 
of doubtful or varied meanings? Was it used in the Board’s state- 
ment to stretch over liberals as well as conservatives? When Dr. 
Woelfkin was the leader of the liberals, they for a time called 
themselves “The Evangelicals,” but the name was so abnormal 
that it was speedily dropped. In the minds of our people the 
dictionary definition is what they think of, which is: “(1) Of or 
pertaining to the gospel or the four Gospels. (2) Holding or 
conformed to what the majority of Protestants regard as the 
fundamental doctrines of the gospel, such as personal union with 
Christ, the Trinity, the fallen condition of man, Christ’s atone- 
ment for sin, salvation by faith, not by works, and regeneration 
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by the Holy Spirit; spiritually minded; as, evangelical religion. 
In England the term usually designates the Low-church party, 
and in the United States the ‘orthodox’ churches.” Therefore 
“evangelical” is equivalent to “orthodox,” and orthodox means 
that which rests upon and squares with the Bible as the Word 
of God. Let our Foreign Board hold strictly to that definition 
and there will be no need of another society. 


ARE WE TO ENDORSE LIBERALISM ? 

If the Hinson resolution—after the report of the committee 
appointed to examine the missionaries was presented—had 
passed at Seattle in 1925, calling upon the Board to eliminate 
all but evangelical missionaries, we would not be in the agony 
of division we are in now. When that resolution was read, it so 
appealed to the people that an immediate vote would have car- 
ried it strongly. But immediately delay was proposed, and it was 
dragged along by the opponents until the Convention got tired 
and it was lost. 

What is being proposed by some as the solution for our 
difficulty? Nothing less than that evangelical missionaries be 
sent out to be supported by conservatives and that others be sent 
out to be supported by liberals. A fine straddle indeed! The 
moment that is agreed upon by the denomination, that moment 
the denomination is doomed. Its name will be Ichabod. The 
Congregationalists thus compromised in the beginning of the 
nineteenth century and allowed and still allow in their fellow- 
ship churches avowedly unitarian, and they by this compromise 
lost their evangelistic leadership as a denomination and their 
spirituality. “He that honoreth not the Son honoreth not the 
Father,” says the Lord Himself. Yes, this is recorded in the 
“fourth Gospel” which most liberals seem to discount because of 
its supernatural elements and its supernatural Lord. But John 
heard the Lord say this, and he did not forget it. We cannot as 
a denomination dishonor the Lord by any such proposed com- 
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promise and expect His continued blessing. “Does the same 
fountain send forth sweet water and bitter?” | 


SHALL WE AUTHORIZE INFECTION? 


The church is the body of Christ. We are part of that body. 
Shall we authorize infection in any part of it? Do you want 
to set aside one part of your body to infection while keeping the 
other part in health? 

Think, then, what confusion this would make on the foreign 
fields and in the minds of those who are being evangelized. Do 
we have two Christs to take to men, two Bibles, two gospels, two 
ways of salvation? There is confusion enough today occasioned 
by those who, while not teaching anything openly contrary to 
the truth, are leaving out much of the vital elements of salva- 
tion. There are sound missionaries who will not send their young 
men to some of our mission seminaries; there are conflicts in 
reference committees because of liberal tendencies (Emphasis 
ours—CET)). If it is confusing to have different denominations 
going to the foreign fields, how much more tragic would be the 
confusion if there were officially endorsed by the denomination 
not only the gospel but “another gospel which is no gospel.” 

There have been periodic attempts to break down the “evan- 
gelical policy” of the Foreign Board as strictly and truly inter- 
preted, and to make “inclusive policy” to cover avowed liberals 
as well as evangelicals. Two years ago, the general director of 
promotion of the Council on Finance and Promotion urged the 
Foreign Mission Board to take this position openly. ‘The vice- 
president of the Foreign Society, who was present at that time, 
spoke strongly against this, and even one of the liberal Board 
members supported the protest saying that it would split the 
denomination. When the chairman of the Foreign Board came, 
at the request of the Board, before the Fundamentalist group in 
Chicago in May, he stated among other things that since liberal 
churches contributed to missions these churches felt that liberal 
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missionaries should be sent out. This was taken by those who 
heard it as confirmation of the conviction, which had been grow- 
ing, that that was what the “inclusive policy” meant. But the 
chairman himself declares that he does not stand for that. 

If the New Testament is to be “the rule of faith and prac- 
tice” of the Baptist denomination, then it must be, and when it 
ceases to be, the Bible believers will be ready to move out, for 
the great majority of our denomination are evangelical, and they 
know what they mean by that. 


WHAT IS THE TRUTH? 

If the liberal theology is the truth, then we ought all to be 
liberals, and conservatives are committing a sin by staying by 
the Bible as the revealed Word of God, as Jesus and the prophets 
and apostles believed it to be. We ought, then, to take the Bible 
as merely “containing the Word of God” in some indefinite way, 
if you can find just where that Word is and why it is His Word. 
If Jesus were just a man, we should not be worshipping Him 
now as God. If only “some of the miracles occurred,” then we 
ought to find out what they were and why they were. If Jesus 
were “mistaken” in things that He said or “accommodated 
Himself to the ignorance of the times,” then we ought not to be 
following an ignorant and dishonest Christ. 

But if the Baptist denomination began, as it certainly did, 
not upon the postulate that every man has the right to believe 
as he pleases, but upon the postulate that the Bible is the author- 
itative Word of God and that therefore we should speak and do 
as God says; and if the Baptist denomination has made all of its . 
great triumphs—as it has—by being loyal to that Word of God; 
and if modern religious liberalism is even now retreating—as it 
certainly is—back toward orthodoxy, but not having yet arrived, 
then that must still be taken into account in shaping Foreign 
Mission policy. There can be no ground for departing from the 
faith and the evangelistic program that, from Paul down through 
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Carey, Judson, Boardman, Clough, and others of that sound and 
faithful line, has characterized the true Baptist witness. 


MISSIONARY METHOD 

The “evangelistic policy” of the Foreign Board commits it to 
a clear evangelical policy of missionary method as well as per- 
sonnel, as against an exaggerated social emphasis. The present 
rift in the denomination was precipitated by the election of a 
secretary whose emphasis for the past fifteen years has been so 
overwhelmingly social that it was feared this would be his policy 
as secretary. Since Missions has reported the Board action at 
Springfield concerning Dr. Fridell, it is not out of place to refer 
to it here. The Staff Committee of the Board had been warned, 
while they were searching for a successor to Dr. Decker, that 
there would be strong objections to Dr. Fridell’s election. They 
nevertheless presented his name. The Board itself had this 
warning pressed earnestly upon them before the election, but 
it was unheeded. At Springfield, in addition to the coming of a 
delegation of seven to urge upon the Board the reconsideration 
of its action in the interests of denominational peace, it was ad- 
mitted in the discussion that letters of protest and of approval 
had come in to the Board in about equal numbers. Is it a clear 
following of the path of peace, when peace is so greatly desired, 
to go forward with even a fifty-fifty protest? It was also admitted 
that all the protests came from conservatives and that the most 
of the approvals were from liberals. This in itself says something. 

It was because, in the language of the Foreign Board’s recent 
communication, “Divisions in a great religious denomination are 
especially to be avoided at a time when men of Christian pur- 
pose are seeking wider cooperation in the effective fulfillment of 
the Great Commission” that the Board was urged, besought, 
- implored not to go forward on a course that they were abun- 
dantly forewarned would produce just such a division. But the 
attitude was taken, and one Board member, speaking the liberal 
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conviction, said that if they just went ahead, the protest after 
a while would die down. But when they say that it would not, 
even then they refused to do what would have prevented the 
division. 

THE CASE OF DRYDEN L. PHELPS (CET) 

Dryden L. Phelps has been a missionary for many years in 
West China under the American Baptist Foreign Mission So- 
ciety. His educational background is liberal and non-Baptist. 
He was graduated from Yale University in 1917, receiving the 
A.B. degree. In 1920 he graduated from the radical Yale Divin- 
ity School with the B.D. degree. In 1929 he received his 
doctorate in philosophy from the University of California. In 
1920-1921 he studied at Queens College, Oxford. The Conven- 
tion leadership insists that our ministers and missionaries should 
have a Baptist educational background when conservatives are 
involved, but liberals seem to be exempt. 

Mr. Phelps was appointed and sailed to China in 1921 as a 
missionary of the ABFMS. His field of service has been chiefly 
in the liberal West China University. 


The Book “Jesus” 

In 1936 (Dr. Jesse Wilson) or 1921 CJ. L. Kraft in Colorado 
Baptist 12-1948) the book “Jesus” was published. Dr. Phelps 
and four Canadian missionaries were co-authors of this book. 
J. L. Kraft, Vice-President of the Northern Baptist Convention 
says, “He (Dr. Phelps) explains that in 1921 as a young mis- 
sionary he was persuaded by two other older missionaries work- 
ing in the same field to admit co-authorship of a book which was 
designed to meet the need of the Chinese mental processes. 
Only a few copies were printed. No second edition was ever 
published and the plates were destroyed. Mr. Phelps admits that 
he made a mistake, he asks forgiveness. His beliefs by his own 
expression are as fundamental as the most exacting.” (Colorado 
Baptist 12-1948). In a letter from the publisher of this book to 
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Dr. Albert G. Johnson, the publishers say, “Along with the Eng- 
lish edition was published the Chinese-English edition. Each 
summer at Mount Omei and other resorts here Seminars are 
held, and this book is the one textbook. A goodly number of 
Chinese students attended during this summer, when Mr. Wil- 
mott and Dr. Phelps led....” This letter was dated September 
11, 1947. ; 

Some of the statements from the book are as follows: 

“The present volume includes everything from the records 
of Matthew, Mark and Luke that can be established as belong- 
ing to the earliest tradition” Cp. 1). 

“Jesus’ father was a Jewish carpenter called Joseph. His 
mother’s name was Mary (Introduction, p. 1). 

Notes on section 42 which record the healing of the de- 
moniac of Gadarene: “The crowd believed that the evil spirits 
had gone from the man, now healed, into the pigs. A possible 
explanation is that the men who looked after the pigs joined the 
crowd watching Jesus, and that the pigs were frightened by 
some of the people.” 7 

Notes on section 40, “Peace, be still”: “In their excitement 
and their belief in Jesus’ unlimited power, the disciples felt 
that it was Jesus who had quieted the storm with the words 
‘Peace, be still.’ It is possible that these words were addressed 
to his disciples rather than to the wind and waves.” 

It may be noted that the phrase “Son of God” has been 
omitted or changed in the following passages: Matt. 13:33; 
Mark 1:1, 15:39; Luke 1:35. 

This book which claims it “includes everything” from the 
first three Gospels ends the record with the burial of Jesus be- 
cause “the original Greek document of Mark breaks off abruptly 
at this point”! No attested Resurrection! No Ascension! No 
promised Return! Logically enough, a human and humanized 
Jesus to the end! 
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IS THE ABOVE WHAT BAPTIST BELIEVERS CON- 
TRIBUTE MONEY FOR? The exact testimony of the text 
brands its authors as those who question THE TRUST- 
WORTHINESS OF THE SCRIPTURE, who resent a DI- 
VINE LORD and go to ridiculous extremes to discredit the 


supernatural. 


According to a conservative member of the A.B.F.M.S. 
Board, his book was the subject of discussion in the Board meet- 
ing. “When he was home on a former furlough (1936), he was 
called on the carpet before a committee to answer for his com- 
plicity in the publication of this book. In re-examining him as 
to his personal beliefs, he declared his belief, thorough belief, 
in all the great fundamentals of our faith, only he was ‘not sure’ 
of the account of the birth of our Lord for he ‘doubted it was in 
the original writing.’ At that point, Dr. Frederick Anderson 
turned strongly upon him and said, ‘But the account of the birth 
of Christ is in all the oldest and best manuscripts which we have, 
is it not?’ He admitted that it was.” Here is an illustration of 
that “faith” in “all” the fundamentals of our faith, a faith which 
does not include the story of the virgin birth. This means that 
he denies the reliability of the Scriptures. It means that he holds 
a conception of the deity of Christ that eliminates the story of 
the miraculous birth, it weakens his whole confession. 

Continuing, this board member says, “He claimed that all 
that book represented was a new method of approach to the 
problem of bringing men to Christ and their ‘method’ was to 
have the Chinese, who had never heard of Jesus, start at the 
simple end that the early disciples started at, of seeing Jesus as 
a man, a carpenter, a supposed son of Joseph and Mary who 
began and carried forth His teaching, culminating in His cruci- 
fixion and resurrection. They sought to lead the inquirers on 
until they reached the full conception of Christ which the early 
Christians had. I told him that this process seemed to be like 
recommending to a man that if he wanted to get an automobile 
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he should start in with the first model and then get the second 
and so on up to the present model.” The Board saw no reason 
why Phelps should not be returned. When he came home again 
in 1944 the attacks against his orthodoxy were renewed but the 
Board saw no reason for action. While at home he served as a 
Visiting Lecturer at the Divinity School of the University of 
Chicago, which is a federation of Baptist, Congregational, Dis- 
ciple and Unitarian faculties. He seems to move almost wholly 
in liberal theological circles, indicating that whatever his views 
may be, he finds it easy to fellowship with those who deny the 
faith. In a letter written (Jesse R. Wilson) in 1937 he makes 
some strong statements concerning Christ, but nowhere con- 
fesses his faith in the accounts of Matthew and Luke or the 
doctrine of the virgin birth. There is no real evidence that his 
earlier view that Joseph was the father of Jesus has changed. If 
such evidence exists, it is not in print. Mr. Kraft’s contention 
that Phelps asked forgiveness is supported by no printed state- 
ments or any other witness of which we have any knowledge. 


A Voice from West China 

We are aware of the fact that for over twenty-five years 
anyone who contradicts a statement of the ABFMS Board is 
automatically misrepresenting, but nevertheless we quote this 
statement from Missionary Dan Carr CCBFMS) now working 
in West China and attending West China University. In a 
letter to his pastor, Dr. L. J. Julianel, First Baptist Church, San 
Francisco, he says “Poor old Dryden Phelps certainly took a 
beating the other day. He was extolling all of the virtues of Con- 
fucius in one of his classes when one fof his students asked this 
question, ‘If you think Confucius was such a great man, why 
don’t you go back and tell the people in the United States about 
~ Him?’ 

“Phelps is certainly mixing up the thinking of these poor 
W.C.U.U. students. You should have heard his message to the 
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student body last Easter in which he refuted the corporeal resur- 
rection of Christ and claimed that our Lord’s resurrection was 
simply a spiritual one. 

“A transfer from one of the government universities made a 
remark something like this to a CIM missionary a few weeks 
ago: ‘I entered West China Union University as a strong Chris- 
tian, but after sitting under the teaching of Dr. Phelps and 
Dr. Wilmott I just don’t know where I stand.’ This particular 
missionary Frank Harris of England who specializes in student 
work, has heard so many complaints from students about Phelps 
and Wilmott that he almost feels like bringing the whole thing 
out in the open and challenging publicly the theology of these 
two men. The only thing that hinders him from doing this is 
the feeling that God will handle the situation in His good time. 

“Dr. Wilmott made a statement in one of his classes the other 
day that God is what you think He is—some of that University 
of Chicago stuff. It is hard to believe that eighty per cent of the 
Chinese professors in W.C.U.U. are not Christians. And to 
think that this university was started for the main purpose of 
offering Christian education to the children of Chinese parents” 
(12-15-1947). 


The Oregon Baptist Convention and Dryden L. Phelps 

The Oregon Baptist Convention in regular session, May 
1946, adopted a resolution asking for the recall of Dryden L. 
Phelps on the basis of his published heresies. The American 
Baptist Foreign Mission Society ignored this request from a great 
convention, “explained away” their objections, and declined to 
take any action. Then the Convention forces started their 
counter-offensive which resulted in the expulsion of the con- 
servative churches from the Convention. After the conservatives 
had been excluded, the delegates under Convention pressure. 
apologized to Dryden L. Phelps for the previous action taken. 
The excluded churches are to be congratulated for the provi- 
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dence of God that separated them from such an unholy fellow- 
ship. 
CROZER SEMINARY AND BAPTIST MISSIONS 
Note: In a full page advertisement in the Watchman-Examiner 
(4-3-1947) Crozer, radical modernist school, calls attention to 
its Crozer graduates in 12 foreign countries. “Native Christian 
leadership in China numbers 18 Crozer men and women among 
its numbers because of the liberal Oriental scholarships.” It may 
be of interest to Baptists to know what this school teaches about 
the fundamentals of the faith, this school which boasts of its 
graduates on the mission fields. We call attention to the follow- 
ing book review. 
PROF. ENSLIN’S “CHRISTIAN BEGINNINGS” 
by Rates T. NorpLunp 

Dr. Morton Scott Enslin published his “Christian Begin- 
nings’ in 1938 and has, to date, failed to repudiate its infidelity. 
It represents years of labor in his teaching of New Testament 
Introduction at Crozer Theological Seminary. He says, “My one 
purpose has been to try to put within one set of covers the mate- 
tial which it appears to me a student of the New Testament 
and Christian beginnings needs to know’ (p. 510). That is 
the dangerous aspect of the book—it presents a thoroughly one- 
sided study of the science of New Testament Introduction to 
immature students, who will in most cases accept it and go out 
into the ministry as practical infidels. In fact, this book reminds 
me more of the blatant denials of Ingersoll than any other book 
I have ever read. The only favorable thing we can say is that 
Dr. Enslin is no obscurantist, as most of his fellow modernists 
are. He writes with a glad abandon the things that he believes, 
and glories in his modernist position. 

His View of the Old Testament 

While this is an Introduction to the New Testament, Dr. 
Enslin devotes nine chapters to The Background, and there 
reveals his radical attitude toward the Old Testament. Quoting 
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Ezra 1:1-4 in full, he says: “It is to be doubted if Cyrus would 


have appreciated this description. Some Jews returned, but the 
universal return as described by the Chronicler in Ezra 2 cannot. 
be accepted” (p. 4). 

While we do not have time to answer Dr. Enslin in detail, 
we can point out that Ezra 2 enumerates a specific number who 
returned, and the rest of the book and Nehemiah clearly indi- 
cate that only a comparative few of the Jews in Babylon and 
Persia returned. He should not be so anxious to find historical 
discrepancies where none exist. 

He does not limit his denials of historicity to the late books 
of the Old Testament, however, but throws his doubt upon the 
authenticity of it all, He admits that the Jews did not hold the 
modern idea of a progressive revelation, but believed that God 
had given them the whole truth in germ to Moses; but he uses 
that evident fact to bolster his own theory that it was this belief 
that led them to invent history to explain how their institutions 
had come to be. In other words, the Pentateuch was written hun- 
dreds of years after the days of Moses, at least in its present 
form, and like the Catholic writers of tradition, they did not 
hesitate to engage in pious romancing. That this is his position 
is so frankly stated that no careful reader can doubt it. 

On page 99 he says, “With the religious life in Israel before 
the exile we need not concern ourselves. It was not till the pro- 
mulgation of the Deuteronomic code (ca. 621 B.C.) that we 
can speak of Judaism as such. It was then that the Jew, as we 
know him, came into existence, with his feeling of uniqueness 
and corresponding separateness from the non-Jew.” Think how 
that denies not only the Mosaic authorship of Deuteronomy, 
but the historicity of all from Genesis 12 to II Kings 22, where 
we find hundreds of references to the exclusiveness of the Jew. 

_ “There had been no earlier temple,” he says, “Hence appar- 
ently arose the notion of the tabernacle—a movable temple, so 


to speak—which the children of Israel could bear about.with 
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them through the wilderness journey” Cp. 106). “Similarly the 
office of high priest, as we have seen, apparently emerged during 
the exile, when a king no longer overshadowed. But there could 
be nothing new for Judaism; hence we find Aaron in the robes 
of the high priest many centuries before” Cp. 106). 

“Just when the office of high priest arose is difficult to say, 
although this constituted no problem for traditional Judaism, 
confident that Aaron had graced that august office. Actually the 
question is fictitious, since the office never arose suddenly” 
(p.132). 

More damaging, if possible, is Dr. Enslin’s attitude toward 
Old Testament prophecy. Telling how Epiphanes desecrated 
the Jewish altar in 168 B.C., he says: “The ‘abomination of deso- 
lation’ still throbs in the passionate hatred of such contemporary 
writings as Daniel and Judith” Cp. 15). 

That means that he believes the book called Daniel was writ- 
ten 400 years after it purported to have been written, and that 
in the main it only claims to be prophecy. This is proven by his 
footnote at the bottom of page 18: “Daniel 11:40-45. Indeed 
this sudden error in ‘prophecy’—Antiochus’ career is sketched 
with the utmost fidelity in 11:21-39; then suddenly an alien 
note is sounded—provides decisive evidence with regard to the 
date of the ‘prophecy.’ It is, unfortunately, far harder to achieve 
accuracy when one essays to ‘prophesy’ before an event than 
afterwards.” 

He means that the writer who pretended to be Daniel wrote » 
1]:21-39 after Antiochus Epiphanes had already fulfilled it, but 
that he dared to try to predict the rest of his career and missed 
it. It might be well to say that the ancient historian Porphyry, 
an enemy of the Bible, nevertheless agrees with Daniel as to the 
subsequent battles and death of Epiphanes. 

He denies the heart of prophecy, as well as its historicity, 
for to him there is no Messianic prediction in the Old Testament. 

“In both the canonical books of the Old Testament and in 
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the Apocrypha the noteworthy thing is that there is no men- 
tion at all of what we are wont to speak of as “The Messiah’. .. . 
The ‘Messianic Age’ should connote the age when the Mes- 
siah is to appear. Actually the expectation was for the era or 
age itself, not for the party who was to bring it in or to mark 
its advent . . . accordingly, such a term as golden age is a far 
better designation for the hopes of Israel.” 

One can imagine what he does with Isa. 53 and Psalms 
72 and 110. 

His View of the Gospels 

How any honest man can call himself a Christian and 
a teacher of Christianity, and hold Dr. Enslin’s views of the 
New Testament, is hard to understand. He may be honest 
in his expressions of unbelief, but he cannot be honest in 
relation to his Christian profession and office. Listen to this: 

“The claim for Christianity is often made that it is the 
faith once for all delivered to the saints’. To the student of 
history such a claim is not only false; it is positively absurd.” 
Cp. 149). 

To him the Gospels are only samples of how men with 
given views of Jesus built up stories around him to suit such 
views. He does not entirely adopt what is called “Form Criti- 
cism,” but he uses it more than any other. According to this 
modern German theory, the four gospels were built up as 
follows: 

“Traditional words of Jesus and the story of an occasional 
act of his were being cast in the moulds or forms then in vogue, 
and in this form were being widely used in early preaching. 
Not infrequently older stories, which had been told first of 
one hero, then another, had been given a distinctly Christian 
touch by turning them into exploits of Jesus” (pp. 457, 458). 

That he feels “that these explanations . . . not infrequently 
cast genuine light” (p. 458) on the problem of gospel com- 
position, can easily be seen from his treatment of the stories 
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says, “That the story rests upon any historical foundation is 
- most improbable. Apparently it is a consequence of the early 
re-writing of the story of John to bring him into conscious 
subordination to Jesus’ Cp. 149). “Accordingly, it appears not 
unlikely that the incorporation of John into the Christian pic- 
ture was a deliberate and studied attempt by early Christians 
to vanquish an embarrassing rival” Cp. 152). 

To Dr. Enslin, Mark is the earliest and most reliable of the 
four gospels; yet his chapter is one long argument against its 
authenticity and honesty. He claims that Mark’s view—or rather 
that of the writer whom tradition has wrongly identified as 
Mark—was that Jesus kept the secret of his Messiahship away 
even from his disciples, and that he therefore had to bend his 
history to fit his theory. 

“Why this hostility to Jesus? Mark’s answer is: Jesus had 
not revealed it to his hearers, even to the Twelve, although 
upon them it had gradually and partially dawned, due in part 
to their frequent observations. . . . This, of course, involves 
Mark in the distinct historical difficulties already mentioned. 
How could the disciples be so obtuse? . . . The crowd, on the 
other hand, is prevented by God from seeing it. ‘This necessi- 
tates his artificial explanations of the purpose of Jesus’ parables. 
Pe paso oat 

“In Jerusalem the obvious arrangement of incidents by 
Mark is to be seen, especially since some of them are sheerest 
legend...” Cp. 380). 

It is useless to quote from his chapters on Matthew and 
Luke, for they are worse. He delights to show how Matthew 
and Luke took Mark’s story as the basis for theirs, and changed 
and rearranged it to suit their special theories. We close with 
this quotation from his chapter on John’s Gospel: 

“These many and sharp contrasts and differences between 
the portraits in the Synoptists and the Fourth Gospel cannot be 
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disregarded. If Jesus spoke as He is reported to have spoken 
on the Galilean hillside, He did not speak as John 14-16 portrays 
Him. If His attitude toward those about Him was that which 
Mark suggests, it was not that of John. A person alternately 
appearing in one garb, now in the other, would be psychol- 
ogically impossible. . . . The Synoptists, as has been argued at 
length in the foregoing chapters are far from being photo- 
graphs of Jesus of Nazareth, but, on the contrary, bear clear 
evidence on every page both of studied reflection and of the 
growth of tradition and legend. But even so, there can be little 
question that their portraits are closer to that of the historic 
Jesus of Nazareth than that of the Fourth Gospel. Occasionally 
John has used their material as the basis of some of his stories. 
There may be genuine traces here and there, although it 
would appear to me hazardous to attempt to localize any of 
them, so completely is the whole the product of the evangelist 


himself” Cp. 445). 


His Views of the Church 

Dr. Enslin holds the developmental theory of the church 
in its crassest form. Jesus said, “I will build my church,” but 
Dr. Enslin certainly does not believe that He did. Rather to 
him, it was excitement, heathenism, and the Apostle Paul who 
built the church in its New Testament form. He claims that the 
disciples fled into Galilee upon Jesus’ arrest and did not wait 
for any appearances of Him risen from the dead, and that we 
do not know how long they stayed there (p. 171). 

He says: “Before the band of erstwhile followers returned 
to the nation’s capital they had achieved a confidence that their 
leader had not been defeated by death which did not need to 
be bolstered up by the discovery of an empty tomb” (p. 170). 

He thinks that this confidence came first to Peter who may 
shave had some kind of a vision, apparently in Galilee; and that 
all the other stories of appearances by the risen Lord were only 
invented later to bolster up their teaching of the resurrection. 
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“Coincident with this new confidence, however, it had been 
first achieved, would appear . . . the belief that the ‘son of man’ 
of whom Jesus had so often spoken was none other than Jesus 
Elimselfyia) Cp. 1799: 

Of Pentecost he says, “Although the account is highly 
embellished and rewritten—probably deliberately—to make clear 
its significance, there does not seem any just reason for consider- 

ing it pure fiction” Cp. 176). 

| He says that Luke as an editor has given his rewriting away 
by keeping the original tradition that scoffers accused them of 
being drunken, while making his own claim that they spoke 
real languages. To him it must have been like the gibberish 
of modern tongue-speaking Cp. 170). He admits, however, that 
the early Christians thought that they were thereafter Spirit- 
filled, and that it helped to spread Christianity beyond Palestine 
into the Gentile world. 

According to Dr. Enslin, the real development of the Church 
came with its spread into the Roman Empire. “As has already 
been emphasized, distinct changes had taken place between 
the message of Jesus in Galilee and that of His earliest followers 
in Jerusalem, even though the latter were quite unaware of the 
fact themselves. ‘The post-crucifixion experiences had convinced 
them that Jesus was more than the prophet of the impending 
kingdom. Actually he was the one who would momentarily 
return to earth on the clouds of heaven, and Himself establish 
it. Thus were born the Christological speculations, destined to — 
play such a large part in the triumph of Christianity ... But the 
transfer from Jewish to Gentile soil brought even more radical 
changes. Not only did the movement speedily become a separate 
religion, distinct from Judaism, but, as its message was trans- 
lated into terms intelligible and appropriate to Gentile hearers, 
it became gradually more and more like the other cults with 
which it found itself in conflict. By the middle of the second 
century—and probably much earlier—it had become one of the 
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Graeco-Oriental cults, and like the others offered salvation to 
its converts through its divine Lord” (p 187). 

How can he come to such awful conclusions, you may 
ask? Very easily with his views of the Bible. As we have proven, 
he holds the Gospels and Acts unreliable, and denies that any 
of them were written by Matthew, Mark, Luke or John. 

Far from approving of the teachings of Paul, he is conserva- 
tive in his views as to how many Pauline epistles are genuine, 
and only definitely rules out I and II Timothy and Titus. He 
denies that James, Peter, John or Jude wrote any of the epistles 
ascribed to them, and Revelation is to him “solely the product 
of study and reflection. No living man, even in the wildest 
vision or nightmare actually saw the things he describes. ‘They 
are simply paper descriptions . . . his seeing is simply the con- 
ventional means of describing what he wants to represent” 
Cpp. 363, 364). 

Nor does he think that any of the New Testament writers 
considered themselves inspired authors of Scripture. Of Romans 
he says: “To be sure, Paul did not think of it as becoming 
Scripture, but it may be hazarded that he did expect it to be 
read casually and then thrown in the waste basket” Cp. 268). 


His Views of Christ 

Surely we are justified after the foregoing expose of Dr. 
Enslin’s views to ask him the question: “What thinkest thou 
of Christ: whose Son is He?’ We cannot believe that he 
would copy most modernistic leaders and say, “I am a Baptist 
and will not allow any man to put me on the witness stand 
concerning my faith.” He is too utterly frank in his book to 
resort to such a bluff. After what he has written, it would be 
useless for him to try. 

Of Jesus’ birth he says: “Jesus was born and brought up 
in the hills of Galilee, in the quiet town of Nazareth, the 
very name of which is unknown to us in that period outside of 
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the Gospels and Acts. The Bethlehem stories, regardless of their 
homiletical beauty, apparently rest upon no historical founda- 
tion, but must be regarded as pure legend” (p. 154). Think of it, 
to him even Bethlehem as the place of His birth is ruled out, 
and all the rest. 

Of Jesus’ ministry, he propounds a very unique theory: 
“Jesus was started on His mission as a prophet by the Baptist 
. . . It was not until John’s imprisonment that He started a 
really independent mission. He returned to Galilee to avoid 
encroaching upon the Master's Che means John’s) territory. 
Jesus’ early message was essentially a repetition of the Baptist’s” 
pp. 155;7.156). 

Then he involves himself in the very kind of contradiction 
he loves to think he can find in the Bible. He remembers that 
he had said in a previous chapter that very likely John and Jesus 
never met, and says, “In addition to the reasons already sug- 
gested for hesitating to consider the account of the baptism of 
Jesus by John historical is the utter disregard of baptism, both 
in practice and in injunction, during the ministry .. . Cp. 156). 
How could Jesus be a disciple of John without his baptism and 
even without ever meeting him? 

Dr. Enslin even denies that Jesus claimed to be the Mes- 
siah, but believed himself only a forerunner of the apocalyptic 
kingdom: “Did Jesus feel that He was the Messiah, the son 
of David, destined for Israel’s throne? . . . The answer to it is 
by no means as simple as has often been supposed. ‘The con- 
ventional answer has been, Yes; but it rested in no small 
measure upon the mistaken notion, that all popular Jewish 
thinking in the first century centered about the person of the 
Messiah . . . Jesus appears to have laid His emphasis upon the 
coming kingdom, not upon the one who was to be king in it. ... 
Although He conceived Himself anointed by God for His 
service, He rejected the notion that this meant that He was the 
anointed Davidic king. 
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“Nor is it by any means certain that He claimed to be the 
supernatural figure, destined to be the Final Judge of men, 
namely the Son of Man, although His followers soon after 
His death were confident that He was that figure and had 
claimed to be. . 

“That the phrase ‘Son of Man’ was constantly upon Jesus’ 
lips is highly probable. ‘That He meant Himself by the phrase is 
far less certain ... . Thus primitive tradition which revealed — 
too clearly for the growing theological estimate of Jesus’ person 
that He, as God’s prophet, had heralded the coming of the 
supernatural Son of Man, His successor, soon to appear to 
set up the Final Judgment and inaugurate the Age to Come, 
gradually came to be put into the mouth of John the Baptist” 
Cpp. 161-163). 

Think of it! According to Dr. Enslin, Jesus only thought 
of Himself as a sort of second John the Baptist, or as forerunner 
of the real Messiah, and it was the early Christians who changed 
all that and made it out that John had made those claims in- 
stead of Jesus! He explains how he thought that change came 
about: 

“The whole imagery of final judgments, of supernatural 
figures coming on the clouds of heaven, was as natural to the 
first century as it is unnatural to ours. A man in those days 
could hold such views without raising the suspicion of mental 
disturbance. None the less, it is one thing for a first-century 
Jew to have expected such a figure soon to appear; a totally 
different thing for him to believe that he himself would be 
miraculously transformed from a flesh-and-blood man into this 
figure. With all allowances made, it is hard to conceive how 
such a view could have been held save at the expense of 
sanity. There seems no reason from the accounts to postulate 
this last conclusion. But views, which if held by Himself 
before His death can scarcely be understood of a sane and 
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balanced man, are easily understood for the disciples after His 
death. ‘Then the obstacle was removed. He was now, they were 
confident, in heaven. There was now no reason why He might 
not come from heaven on the clouds” (p. 163). 


With such infidel views of the person of Christ and of the 
Bible that teaches the contrary, he is naturally at liberty to 
reconstruct the whole life of Christ according to his own 
fancy; and we are not surprised at the following summaries of 
his denials. He denies that Jesus intended to found a Church 
Cp. 166); denies that He gave what we call the Great Com- 
mission (p. 166); doubts that Jesus anticipated for long His 
impending death (p. 167); and he closes his account of Jesus 
with no more mention of His resurrection than that His dis- 
ciples somehow “experienced Him again, became confident 
that He had not been defeated” (pp. 167, 168). A more 
naturalistic interpretation of Jesus can scarcely be imagined. 
How a Marxian atheist could have expressed such views is 
understandable; but how a man who claims to be a Christian 
professor in a Christian seminary could thus believe and teach 
is beyond conception by an honest mind. ‘There are only two 
things more inconceivable. First, how the leaders of our North- 
ern Baptist Convention can tolerate such a man in their 
fellowship and keep such a school as Crozer on their approved 
list; second, how many ministers can claim to be sound in the 
faith and yet persecute and vilify anyone who dares to bring 
this hidden infidelity to light. If there is poison and sterility 
in Jericho’s well, ought we not to acknowledge it and cure it? 
If Crozer, a fountain from which many of our ministers and 
missionaries come, will not allow us to cure its waters, ought 
we not to repudiate it and put up warning signs? God help 
us Baptists to become realistic and Scriptural in our fight 
against modernism. 
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IS THE BAPTIST MISSIONARY TRAINING SCHOOL WITHIN 
THE LIMITS OF THE EVANGELICAL POLICY ? 

Nore: The Baptist Missionary Training School of Chicago 
boasts of the fact that a large percentage of Baptist missionaries 
are graduates of this school. ‘This school is warmly supported by 
the Convention leadership and the women’s missionary societies 
of the Convention. It may be of interest to know the teachings 
of this school as represented by the views of its President, R. 
H. Beaven. The review which follows speak for itself. 


IN HIM IS LIFE 
by Rozert H. BEAvEn 

The president of Chicago’s Baptist Missionary Training 
School projects this “fresh approach to the Christian faith.” 
It is another attempt to steer a middle-of-the-road course between 
modernism and orthodoxy at the expense of the historic Chris- 
tian tradition. 

In the first 35 pages, Dr. Beaven sketches a “relevant 
view” of the Trinity. He ends up not with three eternal persons 
but with a modal trinity: the Father represents God in his 
transcendent mystery, the Son is the revealed God, and the 
Spirit is the experienced God. Quite clearly, there was no 
Son before God disclosed himself to man, and no Holy Spirit 
prior to religious experience. ‘Thus Beaven proclaims a unitarian 
God in three aspects, rather than one God in three persons. 

The author's criticisms of extreme liberalism reflect a 
revolt growing in many quarters: it assumed the natural, evol- 
utionary process as self-existent (Cp. 78) and. viewed God as 
wholly immanent within that process Cp. 125); it sought to 
understand and explain man within this framework of natural 
evolution Cp. 76); by its distaste for a transcendent God is cut 
the root which sustains man as free and responsible (p. 79); 
it made man’s activity the essential factor in his relationship 


to God (p. 30); it differentiated man from the brute only by 
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his ability to envisage and purpose ideals (p. 28); it viewed 
man as inherently good—as an evolving, naturally progressing 
organism, thus oversimplifying the problem of sin (p. 71); it 
limited evil to man’s conscious choices Cp. 72; it falsely separated 
man into two natures, animal and human (p. 73); it held that 
man is saved by his self-control and moral effort Cp. 99); it 
reconstructed the historical Jesus on naturalist assumptions (p. 
195); it equated the Christian life with man’s present nature 
at its highest Cp. 143). It frequently substituted social service 
for prayer and the Word (p. 180). 

As against these concepts, with which many higher liberals 
would themselves take issue, Dr. Beaven contends: There is 
a God beyond the process, in terms of which its origin is 
explained (p. 78), and this God is personal Cp. 121). Man 
transcends the natural process in his relationship to God (p. 77), 
which relationship is dependent upon God’s activity Cp. 30). 
The unique dimension of human life is in the realm of fellow- 
ship and communion (p. 28). Sin is not explicable as animal- 
istic impulse, but is the failure to acquire a new unified nature 
Cp. 74£); man is sinful by nature in the sense that in his 
normal condition he is self-centered (p. 85); man’s struggle is 
not between lower and higher natures within, but between — 
his total self and a higher level demanded by God (p.85); 
self-centeredness is overcome by the total giving of one’s life 
to a transcendent God (p. 88f); salvation requires the coopera- 
tive effort of God and man (p. 99); in Christ the life of God 
came in a way that is necessary if man is to become what God 
wants him to be (p. 106); this new life is a divine-human 
- co-creation Cp. 145£). 

Man lives in two dimensions—independence and depend- 
ence—and his dilemma cannot be solved unless the individual 
be fulfilled and the community preserved at the same time 
Cp. 47££). Man’s predicament grows out of his normal selfhood, 
rather than out of a fall from primal perfection (p. 56). Rela- 
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tionship to God provides the possibility of a dual deliverance— 
for the individual and society Cp. 59). For the self-centered 
life to become God-centered, a change in inner attitudes as 
well as outward deeds is necessary (p. 63). Man must so God- 
center his life that he acts in creativity; loves his fellows, uses 
freedom constructively Cp. 65ff). Jesus reveals God’s will as a 
demand that man “rise” to the kind of creative life which is in 
God himself (p.89f), that we rise above individual and group 
self-centeredness and become like the creative God to whom 
all men are sons (p. 94). This change is more than the dis- 
covery of truth; it is a new level of life Cp. 115) deeper than 
intellectual differences Cp. 120). What was unique for the 
early disciples was life, not ideas Cp. 137). Evangelism is not 
“an attempt to convert others to our beliefs” but an invitation 
to share God’s fellowship in response to Him (p. 185). God can- 
not bring this new level of life to pass apart from man’s response; 
He invites man to its co-creation (p. 143). This new level does 
not contradict, but it transcends man’s natural life Cp. 143). 
The Bible records the experience of seekers after God (p. 149). 
By the mediated insights of others, we are equipped to go on to 
the discovery of new truth and new insights Cp. 150). 

The gulf between this “fresh approach” and the apostolic 
message is apparent. Dr. Beaven rejects the “Fall theory” that 
man is inherently sinful by virtue of his inherited nature Cp. 68), 
dislikes the depravity of man (p. 80), insists that salvation is 
not something which God accomplishes by His act alone Cp. 99), 
objects to the traditional supernatural view of Christ Cp. 102). 
He contends that “Jesus was . . . at least involved in the same 
tension with the will of God as we are” (p. 103), meaning not 
merely the reality of temptation but a denial of essential deity. 
Man’s present state is that in which God creates him; man’s 
life is originally self-centered Cp. 84). Salvation is not wholly 
a supernatural gift of divine grace (p. 99). The regenerate life 
does not contradict man’s natural abilities Gp. 158). Instead of 
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a supernatural regeneration issuing from faith in Christ’s sub- 
stitutionary atonement, the individual “substitutes for a self- 
centered faith, which looks to God as a means of recovery, a 
God-centered faith, which takes him beyond his anxiety over 
self to a living consciousness of fellowship with God” Cp. 159). 
Only as man surmounts the “primacy and finality of self- 
concern” can he enter such fellowship and find peace (p. 163). 
The moral influence theory of the atonement is echoed in 
Beaven’s view of the cross as “God’s entering wedge into man’s 
life.” In Christ, God made himself known as a God of love, will- 
ing to endure suffering if need be, if only He could thereby lay 
hold on the heart of man (p. 167). 

The “deity” of Christ, contends Beaven, is not an intellectual 
truth but an “experience” Cp. 123); “Christ’s uniqueness lay not 
in His divine substance... but in the relationship which existed 
between Him and God....God chose Jesus, the human Geali- 
lean carpenter, nurtured in the cradle of Jewish religion, to 
whom He came with His living fellowship and through whom 
He introduced such fellowship to men. From Jesus’ side, this 
relationship meant that Jesus responded to God, not simply by 
striving after God’s will, but by entering into that fellowship 
with God which enabled Him to surmount reliance upon His 
own natural powers and to find a higher level of life. He and 
God were one, as He maintained. But this was not a oneness 
of substance ...” (p. 125). Jesus was divine because God “raised” 
Him to a new level of life Cp. 126). Christ’s life is an example, 
revealing the kind of life God wills for, and from, man; it is 
“not a supernatural act set before us as a miraculous means of 
salvation” Cp. 126). Jesus’ love was made possible by His tran- 
scendence of self through fellowship with God (p. 128). 

Beaven’s anti-doctrinal bias goes hand in hand with a ten- 
dency to minimize Christianity’s significance as a world view, 
while clinging to its ethical ideals. Christ’s uniqueness is found 
not “in His ideas, but in the directness and constancy of His 
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fellowship with God” (p. 138). “Faith is not—and this is the 


important point—receptivity to new ideas or beliefs, which there- 
by bring it into conflict with reason. It is receptivity and response 
to new life” Cp. 146). While evangelicals would not question 
that evangelism should be more than a concern to win others 
to “our own beliefs” Cp. 185), they have no doubt that the Bibli- 
cal view of the person and work of Christ as well as the nature 
of man is the prerequisite for the spiritual life. The church, 
writes Dr. Beaven, is a corporate fellowship with God which 
sends men out “with creative concern and love toward those out- 
side the fellowship” Cp. 171). Its heart is “not dogma or creed” 
but “the immediate discovery and experience of God, corporately 
shared, and corporately expressed” (p. 172). In appealing to the 
centrality of the communion service in Protestant worship, he — 
forgets how crucial to this is the idea of substitutionary atone- 
ment. The Gospel by Dr. Beaven is “the good news that God is 
available, that He has come to man with His life, so that prayer 
can be direct and immediate an issue in transforming power” 
(p. 182). It is not the good tidings that the pre-existent Christ 
has assumed flesh, born of a virgin, to make a vicarious substitu- 
tionary atonement for the sins of men. When Dr. Beaven de- 
clares that the “creative life” in Christianity makes it reasonable 
to believe that Christianity is the universal religion, he not only 
rests his claim on non-revelational and pragmatic ground, but he 
prompts the question “which Christianity?” 

On the subject of miracle, Dr. Beaven is ambiguous. He 
“does not rule out” a transcendent God, but nowhere discusses 
creation—though the statement that “it is the higher which ex- 
plains the lower” Cp. 122) would consistently set aside the need 
for evolution. Elsewhere, however, he is content merely to assert 
that God is transcendent to the natural process. But what is the 
nature of this transcendence? Does it mean merely hitherto un- 
disclosed reserves of power within God—or does it go beyond 
that, so that destruction of the space-time universe would not 
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implicate God? The question is further raised by the concealed 
dislike for miracle. Of man’s new level of life, we are told: 
“There is an inbreaking from beyond the natural process. And 
that is miracle, at least in the sense that it represents an event 
which could not have been anticipated by an analysis of natural 
law” (p. 132). This is not an evangelical definition of miracle; 
emergent evolution admits such inbreakings, without a miracle 
reference. Although the author does not argue that “miracles 
do not happen,” he sounds a note strange to the apostolic empha- 
sis: “The truly miraculous element in the resurrection was not 
that God raised Christ's body from a tomb, but that in a risen 
Christ men found the living God” (p. 134). 


The Fourth Gospel declares “in Him was life,” picturing 
the relationship of the pre-incarnate Logos to the created uni- 
verse. The change by Dr. Beaven, to “In Him Is Life,” is sig- 
nificantly made in a context unfavorable to traditional trinitar- 
ianism. That, of course, places the Bethlehem manger in a pecu- 
liar light. In this “fresh approach” to the Christian faith there 
is no word about the virgin birth of Jesus—a subject of perennial 
interest in Baptist missionary circles these days. 


CHAPTER XIII 


Confusion 


The Conservative Baptist Foreign Mission Society began its 
existence with the blessing of the fundamentalist leadership, 
including the conservative members of the ABFMS Board who 
knew only too well the untrustworthy character of the ABFMS 
leadership. ‘These members included Earle V. Pierce, the Leader 
of the Fundamentalist Fellowship; John W. Bradbury, Editor 
of the Watchman-Examiner; Peder Stiansen, Dean of the North- 
ern Baptist Seminary; H. A. Davidson, now pastor of the First 
Baptist Church, Pomona, California, and Arvid Hagstrom, 
President of the ABFMS. But the big guns were yet to boom, 
the invisible pressures were yet to be felt, the tightening of the 
denominational machine was still future, the flood of confusing 
propaganda was yet to be loosed. When they found themselves 
faced with the choice between uncompromising fidelity to the 
Word of God and loyalty to the Convention, the ranks began 
to break. Denominational loyalty, the age-long enemy of sound 
doctrine, the cement that holds corrupt ecclesiasticisms together, 
was to win some outstanding victories. 


I. THE APOLOGETICS OF THE ORGANIZATIONISTS. 

Self-justification or self-interest moves men and organizations 
to defend themselves with whatever means are at hand, and 
truth is often crucified to guard the interests of organizations and 
to justify the ways of men. 


178 
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The Convention front was soon alive with the catch-words 
of the New York party line and soon its shibboleths were rolling 
glibly off the tongues of the faithful. Missions Magazine and the 
Pastor’s News Letter set the pace and soon the responsive state 
convention papers were dittoing. Let us notice some of these at- 
tempts to confuse the issues. 

1. The controversy is over non-essentials and therefore need- 
lessly divisive. This was the line taken by Mission Magazine, 
the official organ of the Convention boards. Echoing this, Secre- 
tary Parks of the Nebraska Baptist Messenger (June 1945) 
referred to it as a division over “non-essentials.” Agreeing with 
this point of view, Gordon Poteat, a member of the ABFMS 
Board, writing in Baptist Freedom (1-15-1945) objects to mak- 
ing belief in the virgin birth of Christ a prerequisite to mission- 
ary appointment. The ABFMS agreed to this by refusing to 
accept the Pierce and Stiansen resolutions. Missions Magazine 
at this late date echoes the old party line when it refers to the 
denominational controversy as “needless” (4-1949). 

Since these “non-essentials” are the fundamental doctrines 
of the Christian faith, it is very revealing that they are consid- 
ered “non-essentials” and not relevant to the Convention task. 
The very essence of modernism is that the fundamental doc- 
trines of the Christian faith are no longer essential to the Chris- 
tian witness and-task. To place these doctrines around which 
the debate centers, into the category of “non-essentials,” is to 
confess the acceptance of a basic attitude of modernism. 


_ 2. The plea for unity. Missions Magazine to divert the dis- 
cussion from the real issues called loudly for an end of contro- 
versy and a new Protestant unity against the encroachments of 
Roman Catholicism. The editor of Missions did not call for a 
re-emphasis upon those great Protestant doctrines which made 
Protestantism such a valiant foe of Catholicism and produced 
the Reformation, but for a weaker defense, a united organiza- 
tion, insisting upon the moral values of Christianity but indiffer- 
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ent concerning its historic doctrines. It failed to see that a united 
Protestantism, divided upon the very fundamentals of its faith, | 
and uncertain of its message, is no match for an authoritarian 
church such as the Roman Catholic. It is simply not true that 
the Roman Church can be stopped by. that hodge-podge which 
is modern Protestantism, even though it achieves a certain sur- 
face unity. The human spirit craves certainties, not tentative 
conclusions. The greatest defense that can be raised against Ro- 
manism is not the forsaking of the fundamental doctrines of the 
Scriptures but the return to those doctrines and to the defense 
of them against all who deny them. The plea to end the con- 
troversy in order to offer a united front to Roman Catholicism 
is so shallow, and so apparently a subterfuge, that it really adds 
merit to the controversy. 

Missions Macazine, the state convention press and the de- 
nominational leaders, urged that controversy be ended because 
of the appalling world need. Modernism thrives on world emer- 
gencies, it always majors on the contemporary, for it has no liv- 
ing message for the human spirit. This specious plea for the end 
of controversy because of world need takes the position that 
world need can be met apart from these fundamental doctrines 
set forth in the Scriptures. The world was as needy in New 
Testament times as now, but the apostles believed that the best 
approach to the need of the world was the preaching of the full 
New Testament message of a crucified, risen and returning 
Christ. They had no time for heresy CII John 9-10; Jude) and 
unhesitatingly condemned those who would pervert the Chris- 
tian faith or warp its message (Galatians). They did not permit 
world need to keep them from contending for the faith, but on 
the contrary, because of world need they felt it incumbent to 
preserve the purity of the Gospel. The argument that contro- 
versy should be abandoned because of world need has been of 
value in influencing those who know not the issues, but it is 
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part and parcel of the same refusal all through the years to 
honestly face the issues raised. 


3. The ABFMS insisted that inasmuch as all missionary can- 
didates had been appointed by a unanimous vote, including the 
votes of the conservative board members, therefore no modern- 
ists had been appointed. In an article from the pen of Dr. Pierce 
(Watchman-Examiner 2-24-1944) he quotes an item from 
the statement of the ABFMS Board as follows: “Its official 
minutes for the last twenty years show no dissenting or divided 
votes on the appointment of any candidate.” Dr. Pierce says 
this is “technically true,” but that it is far from being the “whole 
truth.” Dr. Pierce says, “Fundamentalists Con the Board) went 
the limit and as they are made to feel now, sometimes beyond 
the limit, in their attempt to cooperate and not block the pro- 
gram. This is now paraded as mathematical evidence that, there 
were no missionaries sent out who ought not to have been sent.” 
The inference here is that questionable missionaries were sent 
to the field with the silent consent of the conservative members 
of the Board. This hesitation to dissent, is explained by Dr. 
Pierce, “But when one knows that his vote will amount to 
nothing except to mark him as an obstructor, there often arises 
a serious question as to what he should do.” Rev. Harold F. 
Damon (Missions Magazine 3-1944) asks the question in the 
minds of many conservatives, “If so many of our missionaries 
are unsound, why did not these conservatives on the Board 
vote against them? If they had no opportunity for voting, or 
if they were appointed with a minority dissent, why did they 
not make it known?” 

When questioned concerning the alleged unanimous votes, 
another conservative member of the Board explained it. It is 
not at all simple and in no sense logical, and utterly unscriptural. 

(a) “Our denominational Boards usually proceed on a voice- 
vote procedure. A silent member would be without record or 
recognition in such case.” It would be more correct then to say 
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that no protest votes were cast, instead of saying that all ap- 
pointments were unanimous. This Board member continues, 
“When, therefore, an unsatisfactory appointment was made 
by the Board, we generally abstained from voting, but only 
doing so when as effective criticism as possible had first been 
made. This might give the appearance of Board unanimity, but 
such statements are utterly beside the point, for there is no way 
of recording the thoughts of men when they vote in such cases 
and I have known several affirmative votes cast by men who ad- 
mitted they had ‘misgivings’ while doing so.” The responsibility 
for giving the appearance of unanimity rests with those members 
who did not vote their misgivings, for Boards have no way of 
ascertaining thoughts unless they are expressed in words, and 
thoughts which are not expressed in a decisive vote cannot be 
reckoned. While it is technically true that the votes were not 
unanimous, it is also true that the dissident Board members must 
accept responsibility for the appearance of unanimity. _ 
Cb) To justify their failure to case a negative vote in the 
Board or to take their cause to the people, the argument from 
strategy is used. Calling attention to the Fundamentalist Fel- 
lowship as a movement seeking reform in the Convention, he 
says, “This policy, being political and democratic, requires, how- 
ever, that participants therein follow the democratic principles 
of pressure as a minority and action as a majority. A minority 
must stay in the organization to have any effect at all. It ceases 
participation by withdrawing. But to remain in requires the 
minority to accept the principle of democracy that the majority 
vote on an issue shall prevail. After a majority has won its de- 
cision, the subject is regarded as closed.” We grant the correct- 
ness of this procedure among Christians when fidelity to the 
historic Christian faith is not involved, for otherwise organi- 
zations could not exist and do business. We do not grant the 
correctness of this reasoning when the majority vote is in favor 
of sending to the helpless people of other lands a missionary 
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who will preach “another gospel” which is not the Gospel, who 
does not accept the very foundations of Christianity. In the 
field of conscience the majority vote is not binding and when 
one’s very fidelity to God is involved, then it cannot become 
authority to the true Christian. Conscience must not be sacri- 
ficed to expediency and the Christian faith must not be at the 
mercy of the majority vote. One has but two respectable choices, 
one to become a protester of record and, if sufficiently serious, 
to withdraw from such a body entirely. 

(c) Why didn’t the conservative board members inform the 
contributors to the Society that their trust was being betrayed. 
Here is the answer given: “We did not report to the denomina- 
tion outside the Board because such action would have meant 
the precipitation of a crisis similar to the present one. This 
would have meant the abandonment of the work of long years 
of penetration and the leading of a crusade like the present 
one. .. . We followed the democratic process of yielding to the 
majority vote. Whether right or wrong, that was as far as we 
could go under the circumstances. It was agreed upon procedure 
of the Fundamentalists.” Which fundamentalists? 

The first responsibility of a Board member is to the people 
who elected him rather than to the Board of which he is a 
part. The failure to see and fulfill this stewardship, this trust, 
is responsible for the tendency of boards to become the masters 
of the organizations which elect them, rather than its servants. 
Again, do conservative board members have no responsibility 
to the conservatives who placed them in nomination and placed 
their trust in them? Many people have backed the ABFMS 
through the years because they have trusted the conservative 
members of the Board, not only to vote correctly, but to inform 
the people if necessary that their trust was being betrayed. 

It is the very essence of democracy to give the facts to the 
people and let them judge whether a crisis is to be precipitated. 
Had this been done through the years, the present deplorable 
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situation would not have come to pass for evils would have been 
corrected when they appeared. For many years Convention and 
conservative leaders alike have failed to inform the people lest 
the people settle the matter in a way not to their liking. Many 
pastors have deliberately withheld this information, and at times 
misrepresented the facts to the people, to keep them in line. 
This withholding of information, this use of evasive language 
and encouraging the people to believe that conservative board 
members were adequately guarding their interests, all these 
things caused the people to sleep while the enemy sowed tares. 
The ABFMS board with the consent of its entire board has 
treated the Society Cits contributors) like ten-year olds, telling 
them only what they wanted them to know. This silence was 
broken only by the Minority Report, which, however, was des- 
tined to be neutralized by the about-face of some of its signers. 
Cd) The “ethics” of a Board member. In explaining the 
lack of dissenting votes for twenty years, the Board member 
continues, “The crux of such a situation is to be found in the 
total breakdown of our Baptist democracy and the rise of an 
all-powerful bureaucracy. Had we had democracy, where 
Board members did the reporting to the constituency instead 
of the secretaries, we would have been given the chance 
to tell what we know. But the Convention has become so 
bureaucratic that it is now considered ‘bad taste’ for a Board 
member to take Board affairs to the constitutency. Only a 
secretary may now do that or a Board member piloted by a 
secretary.” Thus principle is sacrificed for “good taste.” Board 
“ethics” prevented its members from informing the people 
that they were being betrayed. Democracy surrenders to 
bureaucracy. Since the Board members were not “given the 
chance to tell” they kept silent. We must not judge these 
men too harshly for the years of this controversy have been 
years of compromise and the number of compromisers is legion. 
Whatever one may think of these “reasons” it must be remem- 
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bered that the entire conservative movement during these years 
supported the inclusive policy and practiced it in their relation- 
ships, even as these Board members. The people, however, 
have been “let down” by their trusted representatives, even 
as the people have been “let down” by the trusted pastors who 
failed to warn and inform them of the wolves within the fold. 

Ce) The unanimous vote often came after a doubtful ap- 
pointee was labored with or coached. Sometimes the candidate 
was given the benefit of the doubt. Dr. Pierce says, “Funda- 
mentalists (on the Board) went the limit and as they are made 
to feel now, sometimes beyond the limit, in their attempt to 
cooperate and not block the program.” (Watchman-Examiner 
2-24-1944). Again Dr. Pierce says (Northern Baptist Missions ) 
of these sub-standard candidates, “During the past twenty years, 
by actual record, 65% of the missionary appointments have 
been made from liberal theological seminaries. This does not 
necessarily mean that they were all liberals, but while these can- 
didates HAVE BEEN BROUGHT TO DECLARE A BASIC 
BELIEF IN MOST OF THE FUNDAMENTALS (caps ours 
CET), many of them have been taught the liberal nomenclature 
and emphasis that what they have lacked in gospel conscious- 
ness—rather than anything that they would declare contrary to 
the truth-MAKES THEIR MESSAGE DEVOID OF THE 
GOSPEL VITAMINS CCaps ours CET) that have been 
the basis of the great success which Baptists missions have had 
in the past, and with some IT HAS BEEN ‘DEFINITELY 
LEARNED AFTERWARDS THAT THEY HAD USED 
THE OLD TERMS TO HIDE THEIR REAL BELIEFS 
APPARENTLY.” (caps ours CET). In this connection we 
record the complaint of Professor Morton S. Enslin of Crozer 
Seminary (a radical liberal school which has furnished many 
candidates for the foreign field). Writing in the Iliff Review 
(1947 p. 111) he complains of ordination councils, “If a man 
is to get by he has to hedge and answer with his tongue in his 
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cheek.” It will be recalled that Gordon Gilbert went before 
the candidate committee and his statement was not satisfactory 
because of his modernist views, including his disbelief in the 
virgin birth of Christ. Dr. Nathan Wood and Secretaries Far- 
num and Wilson took him out to lunch and in the afternoon he 
gave the right answers and was unanimously appointed, and 
Nathan R. Wood seconded the motion for his appointment. 
Since liberals are notorious in their deceptive use of evangelical 
words, it is easy for them as Dr. Enslin has said to “hedge and 
answer with his tongue in his cheek.” "THE CLAIM OF THE 
ABFMS THAT ALL CANDIDATES HAVE BEEN AP- 
POINTED BY A UNANIMOUS VOTE IS OF LITTLE 
VALUE AS EVIDENCE OF ORTHODOXY. 

(4.) The ABFMS apologists point to the success of its 
missionaries in evangelism as evidence of their true evangelical 
character. What do they mean by the gospel? Modernists speak 
often of the gospel, they profess to preach the gospel, but they 
do not preach the New Testament gospel. What is the gospel 
they preach? This determines the spiritual character of the 
converts. Methodism has recently added thousands to its church 
rolls in America without abandoning its modernism, this is also 
called evangelism. The Federal Council of Churches preaches a 
doctrine-less gospel and wins gospel-less converts. The figures 
produced on the number of baptisms per missionary are worth- 
less unless the character of the gospel is known and the reality 
of the conversion is established. America has many illustrations 
of spurious evangelism which makes simple “nose-counting” 
of little value in adding up spiritual results. Counting the con- 
verts of modernist missionaries and conservative missionaries 
in the same column makes the whole column of little value. 

5. The ABFMS calls attention to its careful procedure in 
the examination of candidates. This procedure was outlined 


in detail in the folder, “Do We Appoint Non-Evangelical 
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Missionaries” by Jesse R. Wilson, Home Secretary (1948). 


There are several matters of interest in this folder. 

The Author, Jesse R. Wilson. Dr. Wilson on at least three 
occasions admitted that the Board under certain circumstances 
would appoint a missionary who could not accept the doctrine 
of the virgin birth of Christ. W. P. Whittemore (Baptist 
Missionary-Evangelist 7-1948) gives an account of two of the 
occasions. Tom Major, a student from Eastern Seminary asked 
Dr. Wilson in a student seminar, “Suppose that a young man 
applied to your board who was eminently qualified to be a 
missionary by background, education, ability, disposition, and 
who generally accepted most of the Bible, yet when it came 
to a theological statement he could not accept the Matthew 
and Luke accounts of the Virgin Birth of Jesus, would you and 
your Board consider his candidacy and send him out to the 
field as a missionary.” Dr. Wilson’s reply was decisive, “Yes, 
sir, we would.” This statement was given by Tom Major at a 
Conservative Baptist Foreign Mission Board meeting. 

In the same issue of this paper, Dr. Whittemore says, 
“One Wednesday evening in Fort Collins I mentioned this 
incident. At the period for questions, one of our fine Christian 
women whose loyalty is to the Boards of the Convention, 
arose and corroborated my statement as to the position of Dr. 
Wilson and his Board. She had talked with Dr. Wilson about 
the matter while at Green Lake because she had heard me 
make the charge before in discussing the Convention problems. 
Dr. Wilson assured her that he believed in the virgin birth but 
that when a young couple comes to the Board as candidates, 
well qualified by education, talents, etc., the Board feels that 
their unwillingness or inability to accept this small portion of 
the Scriptures referring to the virgin birth shoul dbe no barrier 
to missionary service.” 

From West Virginia (Baptist Broadcaster 7-1948) comes 
a similar story. In a letter to Dr. Wilson, R. T. Nordlund, 
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after referring to the fundamental doctrines of the faith as 
essentials, says, “I would like to be assured that these essentials 
are essentials to appointment to service in the ABFMS, and 
that your statement of last spring in Beckley that men may be 
appointed without a positive faith in the virgin birth of our 
-Lord, ‘if they have the other necessary qualifications,’ is no long- 
er true.” It is incredible that these three witnesses, one in Chi- 
cago, one in Fort Collins, and one in Beckley, West Virginia, 
could be bearing false witness. In view of the past record of the 
Board there is no reason to question these testimonies. 

If these statements are true, then the refusal of the Board 
to take a positive stand on the virgin birth of Christ is under- 
standable and the hypocrisy of the Board’s endorsement of the 
Grand Rapids resolution on the New Testament stands exposed. 
It is also evident that the excellent procedure of the Board is 
valueless if the Board takes no positive doctrinal stand. Dr. 
Wilson stressed the fact that Gordon Gilbert was carefully 
examined but the candidate committee recommended his ap- 
pointment even though they knew his views were less than 
orthodox. The answer to Dr. Wilson is the answer of the past 
record and the answers he himself has given in several places: 


The Board Does Appoint Non-Evangelical Missionaries. 


Il. THE APOLOGETICS OF THE CONSERVATIVE 
ABEMS DEFENDERS 


_ An interesting aftermath to the publication of the Minority 
Report signed by Earle V. Pierce, John W. Bradbury, H. A. 
Davidson, Peder Stiansen and Arvid Hagstrom, is the reversal 
of conviction concerning the trustworthiness of the ABFMS on 
the part of Earle V. Pierce, H. A. Davidson and Peder Stiansen. 

1. Earle V. Pierce. Conservatives now supporting the 

CBFMS still remember the ringing “Call to Conservatives” by 
Dr. Pierce which had a.great part in bringing the new society 
into existence. Dr. Pierce said: 
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“Because of a conviction, based on much evidence over a 
period of years, brought by missionaries and others conversant 
with the facts, that the thrice-declared ‘evangelical policy’ of the 
Board of Managers of the American Baptist Foreign Mission 
Society was not always being interpreted and applied as the 
words of the policy would mean to the average Baptist, but that 
it was yielding to the pressure of liberalism in the appoint- 
ment of some missionaries (not ‘just two’), who did not hold 
to the ‘trustworthiness of the Scriptures’ in some vital points; 
and also because a great and well-grounded protest was unheed- 
ed by the Foreign Board, a movement was made in May looking 
to the formation of a Conservative Baptist Foreign Mission 
Society among members of the Northern Baptist Convention.” 

Some of his subsequent statements have been quite perplex- 
ing. In a letter to Rev. Albert E. Johnson of Clarksburg, W. Va. 
(2-14-1947) Dr. Pierce says, “Our Northern Baptist Foreign 
Missionary work has some slight, and only slight, infection of 
modernism.” Then why set up a competitive society based upon 
the untrustworthiness of the ABFMS? In a letter to Rev. George 
Rymer of Akron, Ohio, Dr. Morris of the Ohio Baptist Con- 
vention says, “Dr. Earle V. Pierce you will remember was the 
original leader who was perhaps more responsible than any 
other one individual for the leadership of the group that has 
formed the Conservative Baptist Foreign Mission Society, 
though Dr. Pierce has not gone with them and is still a member 
of the Board of Managers of the ABFMS.” He enclosed a copy 
of Dr. Pierce’s article, “No Inclusive Policy’ (CWatchman- 
Examiner 12-11-1947). It is interesting to note that this article 
“No Inclusive Policy” has been widely distributed by Conven- 
tion secretaries engaged in promoting an inclusive policy. 

In this article Dr. Pierce emphasizes the fact that the 
ABFMS has accepted the Grand Rapids Resolution on the New 
Testament. So did the Northern Baptist Convention with both 
liberals and conservatives voting for it. Liberals have long paid 
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lip service to sound words upon which they place. their own 
private interpretation. Basing his conclusions on that affirma- 
tion, he says, “Thus it must appear that our Foreign Mission 
Society has no ‘inclusive policy’ in the sinister sense in which 
the phrase is often used. Neither have any other of the mission 
societies in the framework of the Northern Baptist Convention.” 
Dr. Pierce admits that some unsound missionaries have been 
appointed but not enough to establish a “policy,” or even to 
warrant the term “practice.” He insists that there is not the least 
excuse for the ABFMS Board stubbornly refusing to commit 
itself on the fundamental doctrines of the faith, but he over- 
looks the fact that many of the liberals on that Board cannot 
honestly affirm these doctrines for they do not accept them. If a 
Board predominantly liberal in its membership has such a mag- 
nificent record in sending out missionaries so orthodox, why 
should these men have published so damaging a minority report? 
AN ECCLESIASTICAL MIRACLE HAS BEEN ACHIEV- 
ED: A BOARD COMPOSED OF LIBERALS AND CON- 
SERVATIVES WHO WILL NOT APPOINT A SINGLE 
LIBERAL TO THE MISSION FIELD AND NOT A 
SINGLE LIBERAL HAS COMPLAINED IN PRINT BE- 
CAUSE OF THIS DISCRIMINATION AGAINST THEIR 
GROUP! To accept the ABFMS Board as sending out only 
fundamental missionaries is to tax human credulity. Only the 
credulous and the uninformed will accept this. To see state sec- 
retaries, some of them liberal, enthusiastically distributing the 
article “No Inclusive Policy” which states that their own liberals 
are being discriminated against in missionary appointments, is 
adding perplexity to perplexity. 

2. Peder Stiansen, Dean of Northern Baptist Seminary and 
member of the ABFMS Board. In May 1943 we find Dean 
Stiansen in attendance at the meeting in the Central YMCA 
in Chicago when it was unanimously decided to form a new 
foreign society. We find him as one of the signers of the serious 
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charges made against that society in the Minority Report. We 
find him listed among the early contributors to the CBFMS. 
Surely he had good reasons for taking this stand against the 
ABFMS. Later he offers a resolution which asked the Society to 
affirm its faith in the virgin birth of Christ, but his resolution 
was tabled. A Board which has consistently refused to afhrm 
its faith in the fundamental doctrines of Christianity, which re- 
affirms the vague evangelical policy but will not define it, surely 
such a Board cannot be given credit for an orthodoxy which it 
will not even profess? 

Dr. Stiansen now does that very thing. Dr. Stiansen makes 
an amazing statement, “In my years on the Board I have never 
voted against, or wanted to vote against, a single candidate ac- 
cepted by the American Baptist Foreign Mission Society.” Even 
though 65% of the appointees during a twenty-year period were 
graduates of liberal schools? If the liberal schools are turning out 
such magnificent missionary timber, why Northern Baptist 
Seminary? If Dr. Stiansen felt that way, why did he aid and 
abet the formation of a competitive missionary society? If he 
felt that way, why did he sign the damaging minority report 
against the ABFMS Board, a report that reveals a different 
Stiansen from his latter day statements? 

3. H. A. Davidson, a signer of the accusative Minority Re- 
port, after supporting the Pierce and Stiansen motions to get the 
ABFMS to commit itself on the doctrine of the virgin birth and 
losing the battle, now gives his full endorsement to the ABFMS, 
speaking in glowing terms of the Board which he so roundly 
condemned (See What Three Fundamental Members of the 
ABFMS Board Think about the Situation by James Baldwin). 
The testimony of its own secretary, Jesse R. Wilson, that the 
Board WILL appoint missionaries who do not accept this doc- 
trine supplies the reason for the Board refusing to require it for 
missionary appointment. This does not seem to disturb Dr. 
Davidson. 
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The “Inclusive Policy” against which these brethren thun- 
dered so courageously is now discovered not to exist. The con- 
tention of the pamphlet (An Explanation of the Inclusive Policy 
by Paul Allen) that the inclusive policy of the Board is within 
the framework of the New Testament, is now the contention 
of the conservative members of the ABFMS Board. Evidently 
their former fuss and feathers was a “much ado about nothing.” 
Liberals and conservatives alike now claim that the inclusive 
policy includes only conservatives and the excluded liberals also 
like it! Incredible unanimity, miraculous harmony! Did the 
brethren who signed the Minority Report sign false statements? 
Did they contribute to the spread of what they now call “false- 
hoods”? If so, repentance and restitution is in order. The Minor- 
ity statement, if not true, was a terrible sin. If it is true, then it 
justifies the formation of a separate society which should be 
supported. If it was not true, then the sin of misrepresentation 
should be acknowledged and forgiveness asked. If the present 
conservative missionary movement is based upon misrepresenta- 
tion and falsehood, these who are most responsible are the sign- 
ers of the Minority Report with their damaging statements 
against their own Board. Since the ABFMS has not changed 
since the report was published, then it must stand, or its signers 
must fall. 


Ill. THE SUPPOSED ORTHODOXY OF THE ABFMS 
MISSIONARIES 


In 1948 we received an inquiry from a committee seeking 
information concerning the orthodoxy of certain missionaries 
who were named in the letter. This person said, “Our commit- 
tee is seeking confirmation on theologically sound missionaries 
under the ABFMS that they might be recommended for sup- 
port.” We had no information concerning the theological posi- 
tion of these missionaries. They were thousands of miles away, 
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they had not committed themselves in writing and consequently 
no information was to be had unless they furnished it, or the 
Board. We suggested that the committee communicate with the 
ABFMS and ask them where these missionaries stood on the 
great doctrines of the faith. Presumably this committee had 
already made such inquiry for it was “seeking confirmation.” 
Must Baptists go to an outside agency in order to seek confirma- 
tion of the word of the ABFMS? Is the Board’s bare word not 
sufficient? Furthermore, if there is no inclusive policy being 
practiced, why should such a committee be seeking “theologi- 
cally sound missionaries” to recommend for designation? Are 
there other kinds on the field? 

1. The doctrinal beliefs of missionary candidates are not 
available for examination outside the Board. The report came 
to us that two recently appointed candidates were not sound in 
the faith. Since the report came from a responsible party we 
decided to investigate. We wrote to a conservative member of 
the ABFMS Board and asked to examine the candidate papers 
of these two appointees, the papers in which they set forth their 
doctrinal beliefs. We learned that the advance papers of candi- 
dates are confidential to the members of the Board. We received 
no information whatever concerning the doctrinal beliefs of 
these two appointees, even though we inquired from several 
members of the Board. The doctrinal beliefs of ABFMS mission- 
aries are not obtainable from the Board. If the individual does 
not care to declare himself definitely on the great doctrines of 
the faith, then no information is to be had. WE DO NOT 
KNOW WHETHER THE ABFMS MISSIONARIES ARE 
ORTHODOX OR NOT BECAUSE THE DOCTRINAL 
POSITION OF MOST OF THEM IS NOT AVAILABLE 
TO CONTRIBUTORS. To assert that they are orthodox is to 
assert that which cannot be proven from available information, 
The case of Gordon Gilbert is a case in point. Neither the 
Board nor Mr. Gilbert is willing to inform the Baptist people 
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where he stands on the fundamental doctrines of the faith. A 
letter to the ABFMS asking for information concerning the 
doctrinal beliefs was not answered. A registered letter asking 
the same questions was accepted but no reply was given. 


2. How orthodox are the graduates from liberal schools? 
The questioning of the orthodoxy of the Foreign Mission Board 
began over thirty years ago when the fundamentalists realized- 
that the missionary candidates were coming almost altogether 
from the schools which had gone over to modernism. Missionary 
Young CABFMS) pointed out the obvious fact that, with rare 
exceptions, liberal schools do not produce conservative graduates 
for the ministry at home or abroad. Dr. Pierce once pointed it out 
as a significant fact that for a twenty-year period 65% of the 
missionary appointees were from liberal schools. Graduates from 
liberal schools are still being sent out. In a full-page advertise- 
ment in the Watchman-Examiner (4-3-1947) Crozer, one of 
our most radical modernist schools, calls attention to its Crozer 
graduates in 12 foreign countries. “Native Christian leadership 
in China numbers 18 Crozer men and women among its num- 
bers because of the liberal Oriental scholarships.” Do the “ortho- 
dox” ABFMS missionaries in China recommend to their young 
people that they attend a faith-destroying school like Crozer? 
It is a well-known fact that the bulk of our Baptist young people 
from the mission fields attend our liberal schools and seminaries. 
Baptist Missionary ‘Training School of Chicago, with an out-and- 
out modernistic leadership CR. H. Beaven) claims that a large 
percentage of all Baptist missionaries are graduates of its school. 
How orthodox are these graduates of these liberal schools? 
What do they believe on the great fundamental doctrines of 
the Bible? Nobody knows and the Board won't tell. THERE- 
FORE, THEY ARE “ORTHODOX” BECAUSE THE 
BOARD KEEPS THEIR DOCTRINAL SECRETS FROM 
THE INQUIRING. This is not the orthodoxy that will satisfy 


our Baptist people. 
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3. Because of the difficulty of interpretation it is hard to dis- 
cover the view of liberal missionaries. Concerning the evangeli- 
cal words used in the evangelical policy, Dr. Pierce called upon 
the Board to declare itself in plain unequivocal language. He 
intimated that the words in the evangelical policy may be 
“weasel words.” He also said of certain missionary appointees, 
“Speaking of the graduates of liberal seminaries,” he wrote, “with 
some it has been definitely learned afterwards that they used 
the old terms to hide their real beliefs, apparently” (Northern 
Baptist Missions). In the same pamphlet he uses this illustration, 
“An ultra-liberal professor, in speaking to a Baptist preachers’ 
conference recently against the plan of examining candidates 
for ordination and for the mission field in regard to their views 
of doctrine, said that this placed before many the temptation to 
say what they were expected to say, rather than what they be- 
lieved. There has been the fear on the part of many that this is 
what is often done and there are those who will use conservative 
language to cover liberal beliefs.” It would be asking too much 
to expect a liberal Board accustomed to using the same kind of 
verbal fog to be too critical of its candidates. Liberals ask for 
agreement on the basis of words, but conservatives insist that 
agreement can only rest upon sound words soundly interpreted. 
Concerning the trustworthiness of the Board in this field, we 
quote again from Dr. Pierce. Quoting Mr. Judd, a Board mem- 
ber (Watchman-Examiner 12-9-1943) as saying, “It should be 
unnecessary to add to the definition of evangelical the virgin 
birth,” Dr. Pierce aptly replies, “Certainly it OUGHT NOT 
to be necessary, but IT IS with the present Board.” The theo- 
logical complexion of the Board has changed but little since 
that statement was made. Since the doctrinal statements of the 
candidate are confidential within the Board, those outside have 
no way to judge whether the missionary appointee has used 
terms deceptively or not, consequently there is no way of estab- 


lishing beyond a reasonable doubt his orthodoxy. When a mod- 
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ernist candidate is coached until he pronounces the shibboleths 
correctly, how do we know whether he has changed his views or - 
simply accommodated himself to the politics required for ap- 
pointment. The orthodoxy of the ABFMS missionaries cannot 
be substantiated by any criterion in the possession of the con- 
tributors. They are asked to take the word of the Board and 
this record indicates that this word is not trustworthy. 


4. Some practical difficulties in checking the doctrinal posi- 
tion of ABFMS missionaries. ‘The records of the Board on doc- 
trina] matters are not available. ‘The evangelical policy by which 
orthodoxy is determined is not clear, with ABFMS Board mem- 
bers on record as its severest critics. The word of the Board on 
doctrinal matters cannot be taken in that the Board, being lib- 
eral in convictions, inevitably becomes flexible in its interpreta- 
tion of doctrinal matters. The word of the conservative board 
members cannot be taken because of the sense of ethics which 
all Boards insist upon, that its members should not “tell tales 
out of school.” This code of “ethics” is not peculiar to liberal 
boards, but infects conservative bodies as well. 

Accurate information is made more difficult to obtain because 
the missionaries are thousands of miles away. Accurate informa- 
tion from the field is difficult to obtain for publication, fre- 
quently resting upon the testimony of missionaries who forbid 
quotation for fear of Board discipline. Many missionaries, like 
many pastors, seldom write for publication, consequently their 
doctrinal views cannot be ascertained from their published 
writings. Liberals habitually use double-language in the field 
of religion and when a conservative accuses them of modern- 
ism, then liberals and denominational officials hypocritically 
point out the sound words used in the statement, words which 
have not been interpreted. It may be true that conservatives 
cannot PROVE that the majority of the missionaries under the 
ABFMS Board are modernists; it is also true that the friends of 
the ABFMS cannot prove that they are conservative, for their 
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doctrinal views remain a secret unless they themselves choose 
to reveal them, and liberals seldom do. Northern Baptists must 
take the word of a liberal board that their missionaries are con- 
servative; Northern Baptists must accept the word of a liberal 
board that they never send out liberals. Northern Baptists must 
take the word of a liberal board that the inclusive policy excludes 
their own group and they love it that way. This is sheer 
credulity. 


The real Bible-loving Baptist who cannot give his time to 
the investigation of all these matters must in the last analysis 
trust the Board that administers his funds. The only practical 
solution is to commit his funds to a Board which he can trust. 
A Board which is not conservative, naturally cannot be trusted 
to guard the conservative cause. To believe otherwise is to con- 
fess a naive faith in human nature which is against all experi- 
ence and history. The only practical solution of the individual 
Baptist is to entrust his funds to a Society which he can trust, 
a Society which deals openly and honestly with its people, and 
to refuse support in any form to a Society which cannot be 
trusted. Designation to missionaries within the ABFMS on a 
theological basis is a confession that the Society cannot be 
trusted. To trust an unworthy Society is to betray the trust that 
God places in you, and to be an unworthy and traitorous steward 
of the possessions which God has entrusted to you. 


Note 


AMERICAN BAPTIST MISSION SOCIETY 
IN STRANGE COMPANY 
According to an ad in the Watchman-Examiner the World 
Mission Assembly was held in October in the city of Columbus, 
Ohio. It was under the auspices of the Foreign Missions Con- 
ference, to which the foreign societies of the Northern Baptist 
Convention and the Foreign Board of the Southern Convention 


belong. 
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The tentative program released indicated that leading mod- 
ernists and political left-wingers had prominent places on the 
program. Louis P. Jensen and Irene A. Jones of the ABFMS 
and the WABFMS urged Baptists to attend this modernistic 
assembly. When they are not doing this, they are busy assuring 
the faithful that their boards are not modernistic. 

Among the speakers listed were: G. Bromley Oxnam, Vice- 
President of the World Council of Churches, past President of 
the Federal Council, leading modernist and political left-winger; 
Henry Sloan Coffin, past President of the notoriously modern- 
istic Union Seminary of New York; J. Hutchison Cockburn, a 
member of the staff of the World Council of Churches; Henry 
P. Van Dusen, President of the Union Seminary of New York; 
George D. Kelsey of the Federal Council staff; Kermit Eby, a 
member of the national staff of the CIO and political left- 
winger, and many representatives from abroad whose position 
we do not know. The American Baptist Foreign Mission Society 
felt thoroughly at home in this company, but how the Southern 
Baptists can justify their support of this we do not know. North- 
ern Baptists will do well to ask themselves if they can conscien- 
tiously trust their money to the administration of boards which 
support this type of program (Conservative Baptist Information 
Bulletin 2-1949). 

SUMMARY 

1. The membership of the Northern Baptist Convention 
and the membership of the American Baptist Foreign Mission 
Society are the same people. 

2. The Northern Baptist Convention is a convention of co- 
operating, independent churches, with no creedal or confessional] 
basis, and, therefore, having no criterion of orthodoxy that can 
be enforced. 

3. The Northern Baptist Convention has consistently re- 
fused to adopt any confession of faith, with any mandatory 
provisions (1922, 1945, 1946, 1949). It has twice affirmed its 
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faith in the New Testament, with both fundamentalists and 
liberals voting for it, thus leaving the question of interpretation 
unsettled. 

4. The inclusive policy of the American Baptist Foreign 
Mission Board is the natural expression of the inclusive nature 
of its constituency. Its refusal to adopt a criterion of orthodoxy 
is consistent with the policies of the Northern Baptist Conven- 
tion. It is as reasonable to have both conservative and liberal 
foreign missionaries as it is to have both liberal and conserva- 
tive university pastors, both liberal and conservative churches in 
the same fellowship. To ask the ABFMS to send out mission- 
aries holding to one theological viewpoint only, is to ask it to 
abandon its representative character and to refuse a large portion 
of its contributing constituency any representation in its policies 
or its personnel. 

5. The ABFMS in the beginning of its theological difficul- 
ties boldly took the logical position that it was representative of 
its entire constituency and would appoint missionaries represen- 
tative of the various segment of its constituency. 

6. Because of the mixed character of the Northern Baptist 
Convention, both liberal and conservative and the shades be- 
tween, pressures were exerted by the fundamentalists to see 
that all missionaries subscribed to the fundamentals of the faith. 
Since many in the constituency of the Convention and the 
Society no longer believed in the fundamentals of the Christian 
faith, this created a dilemma for the Society. 


7. Wishing to hold two irreconcilable groups together, to 
compromise between two exclusive theological positions, to keep 
the contributions of all parties, the Board abandoned its public 
position that it would represent all the elements in the Conven- 
tion, took a compromising position that pleased no one, and 
now pursues a policy which has neither ethics nor integrity, 
depending upon evasion and theological subterfuges for its suc- 
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cess. Liberalism, like fundamentalism, loses its integrity in an 
inclusivist framework. 7 

8. Wishing to remain in this mixed fellowship, while at 
the same time conserving their fundamental convictions, con- 
servative churches fought for, and obtained, the privilege of 
designation to theologically sound missionaries. This was an 
admission that the inclusive policy was being practiced, and at 
_ the same time an accommodation to that inclusive policy by the 
fundamentalists, thus making them a cooperating (but protest- 
ing) party to it. 

9. When the break came (1943) and the conservatives 
organized their own society, they endeavored to make it another 
element in the inclusive picture, a society operating within the 
framework of a liberal convention, but conservative in theology 
and practice. At the same time, by retaining their place in the 
Convention, they would support in other societies the policy 
which they refused to support in the Foreign Society. The ex- 
clusion of the new society from the Convention prevented this 
compromise and proved a blessing in disguise, making the so- 
ciety independent of Convention control and outside its fellow- 
ship. 

10. Since fundamentalists hold that the Scriptures are the 
final authority in faith and practice, the conflict between the 
fundamentalists and the liberals was inevitable; since funda- 
mentalism is not inclusivist in nature or doctrine the conflict 
between the fundamentalists and the Convention was inevi- 
table. Since fundamentalism has failed to reform the Conven- 
tion, and to recover its control from the modernists, separation 
was the natural consequence of that failure and the logical con- 
clusion of its theological position. Hundreds of churches have 
taken this step of separation, believing that failure to defeat 
"apostasy must be followed by separation from apostasy. This 
trend will continue unless the apostate trend of the Convention 
is arrested, for it is the logical consequence of unavailing protest. 
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1]. The fundamentalists have found that the remedy is not 
to found new schools within the inclusive framework, nor to 
found new societies within an inclusive fellowship, for inclusi- 
vism will eventually include the very schools and societies 
formed as a protest against it, as the conservative seminaries 
clearly demonstrate. 


12. The experience of the years has proven that the Con- 
vention is inclusivist in nature, with no basis of membership 
other than cooperation. Since this is true of the Convention 
it is also true of its affliated and cooperating societies. Conven- 
tion conservatives, discovering that inclusivism is the only policy 
that will hold an inclusivist Convention together, deny its exist- 
ence to save their reputations for orthodoxy and defend its prac- 
tice to demonstrate their denominational loyalty. Fundamental- 
ism and modernism are mutually exclusive and all attempts to 
hold them together in a working fellowship results in loss of 
integrity for both and eventual apostasy for the orthodox. To 
betray the historic faith in the interests of denominational loy- 
alty is to give aid and comfort to the coming world apostasy. Un- 
less the authority of the Scriptures is superior to the claims of 
denominational loyalty it is not authoritative. Loyalty to a 
modernistic denomination makes the profession of orthodoxy 
an empty profession. “Faith without works is dead.” 


Princeton Theological Seminary-Speer Libra 
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